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ABSTRACT 

Background: Early in the pandemic, misinformation about COVID-19 was spread on social media. The 

purpose of this study was to describe trusted sources of COVID-19 information and claims seen and 

believed about COVID-19 early in the pandemic among U.S. adults. Then, we assessed the impact of 

believing such claims on engaging in personal protective actions (PPA).  

Methods: We used baseline data from the CHASING COVID Cohort (n = 7,070) collected March 28, 

2020 to April 20, 2020 to describe trusted sources of COVID-19 information as well as claims circulating 

on social media that had been seen and believed. We used Poisson regression to determine the association 

of believing certain claims with engaging in a higher number of PPA. 

Results: The top three trusted sources of COVID-19 information were the CDC (67.9%), the WHO 

(53.7%), and State Health Departments (53.0%). Several COVID-19 claims circulated on social media 

had been seen, e.g., that the virus was created in a laboratory (54.8%). Moreover, substantial proportions 

of participants indicated agreement with some of these claims. In multivariable regression, we found that 

belief in certain claims was associated with engaging in a higher number of PPA. For example, believing 

that paper masks would prevent transmission of the virus was associated with engaging in a higher 

number of protective actions (β = 0.02, 95% CI: 0.004 – 0.046). 

Conclusions: Results suggest the need for public health leadership on social media platforms to combat 

misinformation and supports social media as a tool to further public health interventions. 

 

 

KEYWORDS: COVID-19, social media, misinformation, health information  
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INTRODUCTION 

 In the early days of the U.S. COVID-19 pandemic (i.e., Spring 2020), public health officials and 

other government entities sprang into action to reduce the impact and spread of the virus (1). While public 

health and medical professionals battled the virus, a new challenge emerged via misinformation spread 

about COVID-19 on social media. In the past decade, social media has been used proactively by public 

health practitioners to disseminate evidence-based public health interventions. For example, social media 

platforms have been used to implement HIV-testing interventions (2) and interventions aimed at reducing 

prescription drug misuse (3). Despite the utility of social media for disseminating evidence-based public 

health messaging, in recent years it has become increasingly common for social media to be co-opted by 

internet ne’er-do-wells with increasingly nefarious motives (4). Unfortunately, the COVID-19 pandemic 

did not escape this disturbing trend.  

 

“But we’re not just fighting an epidemic; we’re fighting an infodemic. Fake news spreads faster 

and more easily than this virus, and is just as dangerous.” 

- Dr Tedros Adhanom Ghebreyesus, Director-General, World Health Organization (5) 

 

Nicknamed the COVID-19 “infodemic,” researchers have investigated the extent to which 

misinformation has circulated on social media and the patterns of content of the false messages (6, 7). In 

examining the content of misinformation available on COVID-19, Baines et al (2020) called the COVID-

19 infodemic “unprecedented in its size and velocity” (6). Further, Broniatowski et al (2020) attempted to 

assess the quality of the information spread related to COVID-19, finding that most of the information 

could not be assessed because the amount of information originating on social media and other sources 

was too difficult to verify (8). Many claims that could and still can be found circulating the internet focus 

on rumor, stigma, and conspiracy theory (9) leading to information often being co-opted for political 

purposes (8) and not for the good of public health.  
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 To our knowledge, no studies have investigated the reach of COVID-19 claims among 

populations participating in a public health study. Further, there is little or no data on the impact that 

claims on social media may have on engaging in protective public health actions during the pandemic. 

Using data from a U.S. national cohort during the early months of the pandemic, the aims of this paper 

were to: 1) describe trusted sources of COVID-19 information among cohort participants; 2) assess the 

reach of certain COVID-19 claims in the cohort; 3) determine the extent to which cohort participants 

endorsed these claims, and 4) examine the association of claims endorsements with engaging in personal 

protective actions. 

 

METHODS 

Study participants were individuals screened for enrollment into the Communities, Households, 

and SARS-CoV-2 Epidemiology (CHASING) COVID Cohort study who completed an initial baseline 

assessment. The CHASING COVID Cohort study is a U.S. national prospective cohort study of adults 18 

years or older that was launched on March 28, 2020 and enrolled participants through July 16, 2020 to 

understand the spread and impact of the SARS-CoV-2 pandemic within households and communities. 

The cohort methodology is described in detail elsewhere (10). Briefly, study participants included in this 

analysis were recruited online through social media platforms or through referrals using advertisements 

that were in both English and Spanish. Data was collected using Qualtrics (Qualtrics, Provo, UT), an 

online survey platform widely used in social and behavioral research.  

This analysis uses data from the screening survey, which captured information on household 

characteristics, underlying risk factors, SARS-CoV-2 symptoms, and health-seeking behaviors such as 

testing and hospitalizations. A total of 7,070 participants completed the initial cohort screening survey 

between March 28, 2020 and April 20, 2020. Only one participant was recruited via Twitter and 

subsequently excluded from the final sample because of a very brief and failed advertising attempt on the 

social media site leaving 7,069 participants included in the present analyses. The study protocol was 

approved by the Institutional Review Board at the City University of New York (CUNY).   
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 Measures: 

 From the screening survey, measures of interest to the current study were: trusted sources of 

COVID-19 information, exposure to certain claims about COVID-19 on social media, believing certain 

claims about COVID-19, actions being taken to prevent COVID-19 infection, and other covariates to help 

better describe the sample.   

Sources of COVID-19 information. To determine participants’ trusted sources of COVID-19-

related information, we asked participants, “[w]ho do you trust to give you reliable information regarding 

the new coronavirus?” Participants were able to select all that applied to them from the following list: the 

U.S. Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC), World Health Organization (WHO), Surgeon 

General, White House, President, State Health Department, local (county or city) Health Department, 

Governor, Mayor, personal physician, other healthcare provider or worker, family member, close friend, 

religious leader/clergy, an online symptom checker (e.g. WebMD), significant other/spouse, work 

colleagues, news media, social media, other (write-in allowed), or participants could indicate that they did 

not trust anyone to provide reliable information regarding COVID-19.  

 Exposure to certain claims about COVID on social media. Participants were then asked, “[h]ave 

you seen any posts (e.g., ads, articles, or infographics) on social media (e.g., Facebook, Instagram, 

YouTube, Reddit) making any of the following claims about the new coronavirus?” The claims included:  

that the virus could be spread via a cloud of virus in the air; that the virus was created as a biological 

weapon; that there was a cure for the virus; and that most people who got the virus would die, in addition 

to other claims. The list of COVID-19-related claims in our survey was generated by reviewing claims 

being widely circulated on social media during March 2020 that were false, could not be substantiated, or 

did not come from an authoritative source, such as the CDC. Participants were asked if they had seen, had 

not seen, did not know/were unsure if they had seen these claims. Participants could also indicate if they 

were not on social media or found the questions not applicable.  

 Believing certain claims about COVID on social media. The same list of claims (as above) was 

then presented to participants but this time they were asked, “[t]o what extent do you agree or disagree 
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with the following claims on social media about the coronavirus?” Participants were able to select that 

they strongly agreed, agreed, disagreed, or strongly disagreed with the presented claims (regardless of 

having seen the claim on social media). For regression analyses, a dichotomous variable was created by 

combining agreed and strongly agreed (herein called “agreed”) as well as disagree and strongly disagreed 

(herein called “disagreed”).  

 Actions taken to prevent COVID-19 infection. Participants were asked a series of questions to 

determine actions they had taken since the pandemic began as a result of COVID-19. The list of actions 

included both actions related solely to personal choice and others influenced by external forces, such as 

work. For the current study, we focused on those actions that involved individual decision-making only 

and were endorsed by public health experts as important for stemming the spread of the virus at the time 

of data collection. These actions were: 1) avoiding large gatherings of more than 20 people; 2) wearing a 

face mask; 3) increasing the frequency or length of duration of handwashing; and 4) increasing the 

frequency of using hand sanitizer. For each of these actions, participants were able to answer yes, no, or 

not applicable. These questions were then summed to estimate the total number of personal protective 

actions in which participants had engaged (Figure 1).      

 Covariates. There were several covariates of interest to the current study. First, this study was 

conducted using internet-based recruitment strategies. As such, we were interested in how the recruitment 

platform by which participants were recruited may have impacted where people got their trusted COVID-

19 information, and exposure to and belief of certain claims. Participants were categorized based on  

recruitment source: Facebook, Instagram, Scruff (a social application for gay, bi, trans and queer men), 

marketing companies (used for targeted recruitment of certain demographics online and via various social 

media platforms), personal referral or networks, and through our Institute’s website. For demographic 

statistics, each recruitment source is presented while, for multivariable models, a dichotomous variable 

(n= 4,853) was created for having been recruited from social media platforms (i.e. from Facebook, 

Instagram, or Scruff) or not (i.e. all other recruitment sources). Respondents (n=2,154) recruited via one 

marketing company were excluded from the dichotomous social media platform variable, because it could 
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not be determined where each participant saw the recruitment ad. Additionally, we include age, gender, 

race/ethnicity, employment status, annual income, and highest level of education as covariates.  

Analyses: 

 Descriptive statistics (e.g., frequencies, percentages) were used to describe variables of interest. 

Bivariate analyses (e.g., chi-squared tests) were used to indicate differences across social 

media/recruitment platforms for variables of interest. Additional analyses were used to determine the 

number (counts) of personal protective actions in which participants had engaged. Poisson regression 

analyses (bivariate and multivariable) were used to assess the associations between believing certain 

individual claims about COVID-19 (those in which >25% of participants agreed, 7 total models) and 

engaging in more personal protective actions. Respondents for which it could not be determined if they 

were recruited via social media were excluded from these analyses (n=2,154). All multivariable models 

adjusted for age, gender, race/ethnicity, education status, and whether they were recruited from social 

media or not. For these analyses, regression coefficients, 95% confidence intervals, and p-values (α < 

0.05) are reported. All analyses were conducted using SAS 9.4.  

 

RESULTS 

 The highest proportion of participants were recruited from marketing companies’ online 

advertising (30.8%) followed by Scruff (27.6%), our Institute’s website (17.7%), Facebook (13.3%), 

Instagram (7.2%), and referral/personal networks (3.0%). Fifty-one percent (51.2%) of participants 

identified as male and 66.6% as White, non-Hispanic. Different age groups were well represented with 

just over one-fifth (20.7%) being 18-29, 22.7% 30-39, 17.7% 40-49, 15.7% 50-59, and 23.2% 60 or older. 

Over half (52.5%) of the sample reported being employed and half (50.2%) reported making less than 

$50,000 a year at the time. Half (50.4%) reported having a college education. For all demographic 

variables, statistically significant differences were noted across recruitment platform (Table 1).  
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Sources of information about COVID-19 

 Across the total sample, the top three sources of information about COVID-19 (Table 2) were the 

CDC (67.9%), the WHO (53.7%), and the participants’ State Health Departments (53.0%). Participants 

who were recruited on Instagram, Scruff, referral/personal networks, and the ISPH website had the same 

top three trusted sources. Differences were noted for participants recruited from Facebook (72.2% CDC, 

58.0% WHO, 57.1% personal physician) and the marketing companies (50.8% CDC, 42.7% personal 

physician, 40.7% State Health Department).  

 When examining who people talked to about COVID-19 (Table 2), the top three responses were 

immediate family (77.1%), close friend/someone you see or talk to regularly (69.8%), and 

partner/significant other (56.1%). Participants recruited from Facebook, Instagram, the marketing 

companies, referral/personal networks, and the ISPH website also had similar patterns of with whom they 

discussed COVID-19. The only difference was for participants recruited on Scruff; their top three for 

discussing COVID-19 included their co-workers (57.3%), and did not include partner/significant other.  

COVID-19 claims seen by participants 

 In total, over one-third (37.2%) of participants had seen the claim that the virus could be spread 

via “a cloud in the air” (Supplemental Table 1). Over half (54.8%) had seen the claim that the virus was 

created in a laboratory and that the virus was created as part of a biological weapon (51.6%). Just over a 

third (35.1%) of participants had seen the claim that home remedies and cures would cure the virus, but 

fewer (15.2%) had seen the claim that ingesting or bathing in disinfectants would cure the virus. Slightly 

over one-fifth (21.2%) had seen claims that there was a cure for the virus. Forty-three (43.1%) percent 

had seen that disposable paper masks would prevent getting the virus and over half (55.9%) of 

participants had seen that heat could kill the virus. Over one-third (35.3%) had seen claims that children 

could not get the virus, 14.3% had seen claims that all or most people who got the virus would die, 28.1% 

had seen claims that people who “recovered” from the virus could suddenly become ill again and die, and 

39.8% had seen that pets can get the virus. Lastly, over one-fifth (22.8%) of participants had seen claims 

that ordering products from China could make them sick. 
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 Across all recruitment platforms, there were differences in the proportion of participants who had 

seen certain claims. A few key results are presented in-text. Full results are presented in Supplemental 

Table 1. Three-quarters (75.3%) of participants recruited from Facebook reported that they had seen the 

claim that the virus was created in a laboratory and 70.0% reported that they had seen claims the virus 

was created as part of a biological weapon. In general, for these two claims, higher proportions of 

participants reported that they had seen the claims on social media (compared to those who had not  did 

not know/were unsure if they had seen claims, or were not on social media) across all recruitment 

methods with the two exceptions being for personal referrals (for both claims). Conversely, across most 

recruitment platforms, a majority of participants reported that they had not seen claims that there was a 

cure for the virus. 

Participants who believed COVID-19 claims 

 Regardless of whether participants had seen the above claims on social media, they were asked 

their level of agreement with all claims. Nearly half (47.2%) of participants agreed with the claim that the 

virus could be spread via “a cloud in the air” (Supplemental Table 1). About one-third (32.6%) agreed 

that the virus had been created in a laboratory and just over one-quarter (26.4%) agreed with claims that 

the virus had been created as a part of a biological weapon. Fewer participants indicated that they agreed 

with claims that home remedies (11.8%) or ingesting/bathing in disinfectants (7.6%) could cure the virus. 

Just over one-fifth (21.5%) of participants reported that they agreed with the claim that there was a cure 

for the virus. Twenty-nine (29.4%) percent agreed with the claim that disposable paper masks could 

prevent getting the virus, and 43.5% of participants agreed with the claim that heat can kill the virus. 

Eleven (11.1%) percent agreed with claims that children could not get the virus, 9.7% agreed with claims 

that all or most people who got the virus would die, 29.3% agreed with claims that people who 

“recovered” from the virus could suddenly become ill again and die, and 34.7% agreed with claims that 

pets can get the virus. Finally, 12.8% of participants agreed with claims that ordering products from 

China would make them sick.  
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 As with exposure to claims on social media, there was variability in the proportions of 

participants who agreed with the claims between recruitment methods. All results are presented in 

Supplemental Table 1, but a few results are highlighted here.  Across the total sample and most 

recruitment platforms, lower proportions of participants agreed with the claim that ordering products from 

China would make them sick. However, 25.9% of participants recruited via marketing companies 

endorsed this claim compared to only 11.1% of participants recruited through Facebook or 6.3% from 

Scruff, for example. Even for claims endorsed by more of the total sample, higher proportions of 

participants recruited via marketing companies indicated agreement. For example, 59.2% of participants 

recruited using marketing companies agreed with claims that the virus was created in a laboratory (32.7% 

of total sample) and 49.9% agreed/strongly agreed with claims that the virus was created as part of a 

biological weapon (26.4% of total sample). Comparatively, 18.1% and 17.3% of participants recruited 

through Instagram agreed with these claims, respectively. 

 Association of claims beliefs with engaging in protective actions 

 Finally, we used simple bivariate and multivariable Poisson regression analyses (7 total models, 

n=4,853) to determine if believing in certain claims impacted the total number of individual protective 

actions in which participants engaged (Table 3). Multivariable results suggest that agreeing with claims 

that the virus can be spread via “a cloud of virus in the air” (β = 0.04, 95% CI 0.004 – 0.068, p-value = 

0.03), disposable paper masks will prevent you from getting the virus (β = 0.02, 95% CI 0.004 – 0.046, p-

value = 0.02), many people who recover from the virus can suddenly become ill again and die (β = 0.03, 

95% CI 0.005 – 0.05, p-value = 0.02), and pets can get the virus and become ill (β = 0.03, 95% CI 0.007 – 

0.046, p-value = 0.01) were all associated with engaging in a higher number of personal protective 

actions.   

 

DISCUSSION 

 The main goals of this study were to describe participants’ trusted sources of COVID-19-related 

information, determine which select claims about COVID-19 people had seen circulating on social media, 
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the extent to which people agreed with these claims, and whether agreeing with these claims impacted 

engaging in personal protective actions. The three most common sources of trusted COVID-19-related 

information were the CDC, the WHO, and State Health Departments. Participants reported discussing 

COVID-19 with a variety of individuals but most commonly their immediate family, close friends, and 

partners/significant others. Several COVID-19 claims had been seen on social media including claims that 

the virus was created in a laboratory and that children cannot get the virus. Further, substantial 

proportions of participants indicated agreeing or strongly agreeing with some of these claims. Finally, we 

also found that agreeing with certain claims increased the number of personal protective actions in which 

participants engaged. 

 In the early months of the U.S. pandemic, participants reported that their trusted sources of 

information regarding COVID-19 were the CDC, the WHO, and State Health Departments. These 

agencies are responsible for managing public health emergencies, including pandemics, and it is 

encouraging that participants viewed these agencies as trusted sources for COVID-19 information. While 

the WHO’s reputation suffered after the West African Ebola epidemic of 2013-2016 (11), the CDC has 

been a long-recognized global leader in public health (12). However, early mistakes and continued 

blunders have led to a litany of newspaper articles criticizing the agency’s COVID-19 response (13, 14), 

and have compromised the CDC’s reputation as a global and national leader in public health.  Future 

research among U.S. residents should continue to evaluate the reputations of the CDC and WHO (15)—

especially given the recent politization of the U.S.’s membership in the WHO,  the recent negative press 

coverage of the CDC, and new leadership in the White House and other federal agencies—as their 

reputations are important for advancing evidence-based public health policies and programs. If trust in the 

CDC and WHO has decreased since the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic, State Health Departments 

could leverage their reputations to continue providing U.S. residents with correct and timely public health 

information.  

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 12, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.10.21252851doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.10.21252851
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


13 
 

 Although our findings regarding trusted sources of information are encouraging, our findings 

regarding claims circulating on social media about COVID-19 highlight the proportions of participants 

encountering these claims on social media and those vulnerable to believing misinformation. Social 

connections and social media are useful sources of health information (16). However, studies into patterns 

of information sharing behavior on social media help to illuminate how complicated the motivation of 

social media behavior can be. Individuals can be influenced by motivations other than sharing accurate, 

factual information, such as a desire for social community conformity or harmony, that impact the 

articles, videos, and postings they choose to share (17, 18). People can also take cues from “opinion 

leaders” who can direct followers to certain sources of information and even change followers’ own 

personal views (19). These opinion leaders can be particularly influential, especially if they have elevated 

status such as “celebrity”, regardless of their level of expertise (20). Understanding this dynamic is 

especially important when considering the spread of misinformation and differing approaches to how and 

when opinion leaders and information seekers validate the information they are sharing or reading, where 

opinion leaders are more likely to validate and information seekers are less likely (19).  

When looking at the infodemic impacting COVID-19 responses, public health professionals and 

advocates were attempting to combat misinformation grounded in conspiracy theory and political 

machinations (8, 21) with evolving scientific evidence. Scientific processes can sometimes undermine the 

authority of public health professionals (e.g., debates on e-cigarettes and vaping), and careless 

presentation of study findings can lead to stigmatization and misinformation (e.g., HIV/AIDS crisis) (22). 

Evolving and conflicting scientific evidence is a necessary part of scientific discovery. The need to make 

informed decisions despite evolving scientific evidence is a reality in nearly every pandemic due to a 

novel pathogen. The absence of stable evidence may leave individuals more susceptible to the harmful 

effects of misinformation. Therefore, with or without clear and complete evidence to support the public 

health response, public health professionals and advocates should become more familiar with the 
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underlying motivations driving misinformation on social media so that we can become better public 

health “opinion leaders” as well as experts.  

 Finally, our results provide some evidence that believing certain claims on social media was 

associated with engaging in personal protective actions. Multivariable regression analyses indicated that 

certain claims circulating early during the pandemic—notably believing that COVID-19 was spread via a 

“cloud in the air” and that disposable masks could prevent the virus—were associated with engaging in a 

higher count of preventive actions. While the current research supports aerosolized transmission (23) and 

that masks can prevent transmission of the virus (24), early research, at the time of this survey, was not 

conclusive. However, both claims, at their core, address concerns over transmissibility of the virus. Our 

study suggests these claims related to the spread of the virus were associated with engaging in more 

personal protective behaviors while other claims related to the virus’ origins were not found to be 

associated with engaging in personal protective actions. Our findings indicating persons engaging in more 

personal protective actions is encouraging as an indication of how seriously some people took the 

pandemic early on despite a lack of consistent messaging from trusted sources on how the virus was being 

transmitted and best-practice protective measures. Some claims assessed in this study were 

“conspiratorial” in nature and some, including purported preventive measures and cures, were harmful as 

evidenced by news media from around the globe (9, 25). Future research needs to continue evaluating the 

impacts of social media misinformation on COVID-19-related health behaviors as well as other health 

outcomes during the pandemic.  

 Our study should be interpreted in light of its limitations. First, our study used multiple 

recruitment methods to achieve sampling goals (e.g., age and racial distributions). As such, participants 

were recruited from methods other than social media and resulting participant samples across available 

social media platforms are not equal. Our recruitment strategies limit comparisons between different 

social media platforms in terms of what claims were seen. However, they do help to highlight the 

importance of considering social media platforms when recruiting participants for research studies. 
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Further, we did not ask on which social media platform participants had seen certain claims. This limits 

our ability to see which claims were circulating on certain platforms, however this data collection would 

be subject to recall bias as many people are on multiple platforms.  

 The CHASING COVID Cohort was established early in the pandemic’s spread throughout the 

U.S., and these data are taken from the baseline assessment. Unlike other countries, the U.S. failed to 

“flatten” its curve, seeing a second surge in the summer, and a third in the fall 2020 (at the time this 

manuscript was prepared). It is important to understand our results in the context of when the data were 

collected. It would also be important to understand how trustworthiness of COVID-19 information may 

have changed over time given shifting views of how the public views the pandemic itself (e.g., pandemic 

fatigue) as well as governmental response (or lack thereof) to control the pandemic’s spread.  

CONCLUSIONS 

 Across recruitment sources, the CDC, WHO, and State Health Departments tended to be the most 

trusted sources for COVID-19 information, and immediate family members, close friends, and partners 

tended to be the persons with whom participants talked about the pandemic. For the most part, 

participants did not agree with many incorrect claims about the pandemic, such as bathing or ingesting 

chemical disinfectants as a means of prevention/cure. Nevertheless, and often while in the minority, an 

alarming number of individuals did agree with inaccurate claims about the pandemic. Misinformation 

spread on social media and other outlets needs to be immediately addressed by trusted sources of health 

information by counter campaigns highlighting the needs for a strong social media and online presence. 

For future pandemics, it will be important to identify ways in which social media could be leveraged to 

help ensure that the most accurate and evidence-based information gets reinforced, and misinformation 

spread is reduced or prevented, in support of public health efforts. 

  

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 12, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.10.21252851doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.10.21252851
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


16 
 

REFERENCES  

1. AJMC Staff: A Timeline of COVID-19 Developments in 2020. Retrieved November 10, 2020 

from https://www.ajmc.com/view/a-timeline-of-covid19-developments-in-2020 

2. Young SD, Jaganath D: Online social networking for HIV education and prevention: a mixed-

methods analysis. Sex Transm Dis. 2013, 40:162-167. 

3. Young SD, Heinzerling K: The Harnessing Online Peer Education (HOPE) Intervention for 

Reducing Prescription Drug Abuse: A Qualitative Study. J Subst Use. 2017, 22:592-596. 

4. Marwick A, Lewis R: Media manipulation and disinformation online. New York: Data & Society 

Research Institute. 2017. 

5. Ghebreyesus TA: Speech given at the Munich Security Conference. 2020. 

6. Baines D, Elliott RJ: Defining misinformation, disinformation and malinformation: An urgent 

need for clarity during the COVID-19 infodemic, 2020. 

7. Su Z, McDonnell D, Wen J, et al.: Mental health consequences of COVID-19 media coverage: 

the need for effective crisis communication practices. Globalization and Health. 2021, 17:4. 

8. Broniatowski DA, Kerchner D, Farooq F, et al.: The covid-19 social media infodemic reflects 

uncertainty and state-sponsored propaganda. arXiv preprint arXiv:2007.09682. 2020. 

9. Islam MS, Sarkar T, Khan SH, et al.: COVID-19–Related infodemic and its impact on public 

health: a global social media analysis. The American Journal of Tropical Medicine and Hygiene. 

2020, 103:1621-1629. 

10. Robertson MM, Kulkarni SG, Berry A, et al.: Cohort Profile: A national prospective cohort study 

of SARS-CoV-2 pandemic outcomes in the U.S. - The CHASING COVID Cohort Study. 

medRxiv. 2021:2020.2004.2028.20080630. 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 12, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.10.21252851doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://www.ajmc.com/view/a-timeline-of-covid19-developments-in-2020
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.10.21252851
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


17 
 

11. Wenham C: What we have learnt about the World Health Organization from the Ebola outbreak. 

Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society B: Biological Sciences. 2017, 372:20160307. 

12. Zeitvogel K: CDC celebrates 70 years of global health leadership. Global Health Matters 

newsletter. 2016. 

13. Sun LH, Achenbach J: CDC’s credibility is eroded by internal blunders and external attacks as 

coronavirus vaccine campaigns loom. The Washington Post. 2020, September 28, 2020. 

14. Huang P: Past CDC Director Urges Current One to Stand Up to Trump. NPR, 2020. 

15. Rogers K, Mandavilli A: Trump Administration Signals Formal Withdrawal from W.H.O., The 

New York Times, 2020. 

16. Westmoreland DA, Patel VV, D'Angelo AB, Nash D, Grov C: Sociocultural Influences on 

Attitudes Toward Pre-exposure Prophylaxis (PrEP), History of PrEP Use, and Future PrEP Use in 

HIV-Vulnerable Cisgender Men Who Have Sex With Men Across the United States. Annals of 

LGBTQ Public and Population Health. 2020, 1:128-158. 

17. Jost JT, van der Linden S, Panagopoulos C, Hardin CD: Ideological asymmetries in conformity, 

desire for shared reality, and the spread of misinformation. Current opinion in psychology. 2018, 

23:77-83. 

18. Colliander J: “This is fake news”: Investigating the role of conformity to other users’ views when 

commenting on and spreading disinformation in social media. Computers in Human Behavior. 

2019, 97:202-215. 

19. Dubois E, Minaeian S, Paquet-Labelle A, Beaudry S: Who to Trust on Social Media: How 

Opinion Leaders and Seekers Avoid Disinformation and Echo Chambers. Social Media+ Society. 

2020, 6:2056305120913993. 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 12, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.10.21252851doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.10.21252851
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


18 
 

20. Hoffman SJ, Mansoor Y, Natt N, et al.: Celebrities’ impact on health-related knowledge, 

attitudes, behaviors, and status outcomes: protocol for a systematic review, meta-analysis, and 

meta-regression analysis. Systematic reviews. 2017, 6:13. 

21. Brennen JS, Simon F, Howard PN, Nielsen RK: Types, sources, and claims of COVID-19 

misinformation. Reuters Institute. 2020, 7:3.1. 

22. Krishna A, Thompson TL: Misinformation about health: a review of health communication and 

misinformation scholarship. American Behavioral Scientist. 2019:0002764219878223. 

23. Zhang R, Li Y, Zhang AL, Wang Y, Molina MJ: Identifying airborne transmission as the 

dominant route for the spread of COVID-19. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 

2020, 117:14857-14863. 

24. Howard J, Huang A, Li Z, et al.: An evidence review of face masks against COVID-19. 

Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences. 2021, 118. 

25. Mian A, Khan S: Coronavirus: the spread of misinformation. BMC medicine. 2020, 18:1-2. 

 

  

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 12, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.10.21252851doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.03.10.21252851
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


19 
 

 

Figure 1. The number of personal protective actions in which participants had engaged, CHASING COVID 
Cohort (C3), n = 7069, 2020. 
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