
1 
 

Full title: Intentional and unintentional non-adherence to social distancing 1 

measures during COVID-19: A mixed-methods analysis.  2 

Short title: Non-adherence to social distancing measures during COVID-19 3 

 4 

Authors:  5 

Yolanda Eraso 1*, Stephen Hills 2 6 

1 London Metropolitan University, Centre for Primary Health and Social Care, School 7 

of Social Professions, London, United Kingdom 8 

2 London Metropolitan University, Guildhall School of Business and Law, London, 9 

United Kingdom 10 

* Corresponding author: y.eraso@londonmet.ac.uk (YE) 11 

 12 

 13 

Authors contribution: 14 

Conceptualization: Yolanda Eraso, Stephen Hills  15 

Formal analysis: Yolanda Eraso, Stephen Hills 16 

Methodology: Yolanda Eraso, Stephen Hills 17 

Project administration: Yolanda Eraso, Stephen Hills 18 

Writing – original draft: Yolanda Eraso, Stephen Hills 19 

Writing – review & editing: Yolanda Eraso, Stephen Hills 20 

 21 

 . 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 (which was not certified by peer review)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 May 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.04.21256444doi: medRxiv preprint 

NOTE: This preprint reports new research that has not been certified by peer review and should not be used to guide clinical practice.

mailto:y.eraso@londonmet.ac.uk
https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.04.21256444
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


2 
 

Abstract 22 

Social distancing measures implemented by governments worldwide during the 23 

COVID-19 pandemic have proven an effective intervention to control the 24 

transmission of SARS-CoV-2. There is a growing literature on predictors of 25 

adherence behaviours to social distancing measures, however, there are no 26 

comprehensive insights into the nature and types of non-adherence behaviours. To 27 

address this gap in the literature, we studied non-adherence in terms of counts of 28 

infringements and people’s accounts on their behaviours in a representative sample 29 

of North London residents. We focused on the following social distancing rules: 30 

keeping 2 mts. distancing, meeting family and friends, and going out for non-31 

essential reasons.  32 

A mixed-methods explanatory sequential design was used comprising an online 33 

survey (1st – 31st May 2020) followed by semi-structured in-depth interviews held 34 

with a purposive sample of survey respondents (5th August – 21st September 2020). 35 

A negative binomial regression model (quantitative) and Framework Analysis 36 

(qualitative) were undertaken. 37 

681 individuals completed the survey, and 30 individuals were interviewed. We 38 

integrated survey and interview findings following three levels of the Social 39 

Ecological model: individual, interpersonal and community levels. We identified non-40 

adherence behaviours as unintentional (barriers beyond individual’s control) and 41 

intentional (deliberate decision). Unintentional adherence was associated with and 42 

reported as emotional inability to stay at home, lack of controllability in keeping 2 43 

mts. distancing, social responsibility towards the community and feeling low risk. 44 

Intentional non-adherence included individual risk assessment and decision-making 45 

on the extent to following the rules, support from friends, and perceived lack of 46 
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adherence in the local area. Our findings indicate that unintentional and intentional 47 

non-adherence should be improved by Government partnerships with local 48 

communities to build trust in social distancing measures; tailored messaging to 49 

young adults emphasising the need of protecting others whilst clarifying the risk of 50 

transmission; and ensuring COVID-secured environments by working with 51 

environmental health officers. 52 

Key words: COVID-19, intentional and unintentional non-adherence, mixed-53 

methods, social distancing, behaviours 54 

 55 

Introduction 56 

On March 23, 2020, the UK government announced a new set of mitigation 57 

measures to slow the spread of COVID-19. New regulations required the public to 58 

observe social distancing (SD) by staying at home and only leaving to exercise once 59 

a day, to shop for essential items, to seek and provide medical assistance, and to 60 

travel to work if this was not possible from home. People were asked to minimise the 61 

time spent outdoors and to keep a minimum distance of 2 mts. away from others 62 

outside their household. In addition, a shielding policy for extremely vulnerable 63 

people as well as self-isolation measures for those with symptoms were also 64 

introduced [1].  65 

There is a burgeoning literature and data available on the effectiveness of 66 

government restrictive measures and on people’s adherence to the rules. Evidence 67 

indicates that restriction of movement and the closure of schools and business have 68 

proved effective in reducing the transmission of the virus in several countries 69 
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including the UK [2]. Government data on cases, for example, show that soon after 70 

the introduction of the second ‘lockdown’ in the UK (5th November 2020) the number 71 

of people who tested positive for COVID-19 dropped from a peak of 33,470 cases on 72 

12th November to 11,299 cases on 24th November 2020 [3]. However, after 73 

restrictions were eased four weeks later on 2nd December 2020, cases rose to a new 74 

daily peak of 68,053 on 8th January 2021, requiring the UK to enter a third national 75 

lockdown on 6th January 2021 [3]. 76 

According to recent surveys, people’s adherence to SD measures in the UK reflects 77 

variations informed by different timeframes and measures considered: for example, 78 

data have shown higher levels of compliance in the first months of the full ‘lockdown’ 79 

and a decline towards the end of that period (May) and during the ‘relaxation’ of 80 

measures in the summer [4-6]. These levels were measured according to the extent 81 

participants followed Government rules and scores for ‘completely/nearly all the 82 

time’, which have the limitation of relying on people’s understanding of the rules. In 83 

addition, adherence to SD rules has measured different types of protective 84 

behaviours (avoiding crowds and social events, keeping 2 mts. distance, meeting 85 

friends and family, not self-isolating with symptoms, and shopping for non-essentials) 86 

[6-8].  87 

Arguably, the nature of these behaviours are different in more than one sense: some 88 

were voluntary (self-isolation/quarantine, ‘staying at home’); some were a personal 89 

choice (hygiene); some required new habits (keeping 2 mts. distancing); some were 90 

enforced by law (the police having the right to act and issue fines in large gatherings 91 

in public places, house party or a crowded shop if physical distance was not 92 

observed); some lasted for different periods (‘staying at home’ was discontinued 93 

whilst hygiene recommendations and keeping 2 mts. distance continued). In this 94 
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sense, UK surveys have identified different demographic and psycho-social 95 

explanatory factors (such as gender, age, socio-economic status, knowledge, and 96 

vulnerability amongst others) for a range of behaviours to which we will return in our 97 

discussion.  98 

Evidence suggests that one specific measure to which people were less adherent 99 

was self-isolation if the person had symptoms of COVID-19, which according to the 100 

CORSAIR study [9], adherence has been significantly low (18%). Differences in the 101 

ability of people to comply with these rules depends on the degree of controllability 102 

that individuals have on their behaviour. Thus, for many, without Government 103 

financial support to self-isolate, the prospect of losing income or risking employment 104 

is likely to discourage compliance. Therefore, individual-psychological factors may 105 

not be enough to explain decisions to not adhere to SD rules, and the influences of 106 

interpersonal, community and environmental conditions, which are constructs 107 

germane to the Social Ecological Model [10] can provide a useful framework for 108 

achieving a better understanding on non-adherence. Related to this, there is a need 109 

to distinguish between whether non-adherence behaviours during mitigation 110 

measures and relaxation were intentional (i.e. the result of conscious, deliberate 111 

decision-making due to attitudes, beliefs or priorities) or unintentional (unable to 112 

comply due to lack of personal ability, environmental controllability or lack of 113 

understanding about the guidelines) [11]. Understanding these different types of non-114 

adherence, their associated predictors alongside people’s perceptions, would be 115 

useful in tailoring interventions to improve adherence.  116 

Our previous quantitative research [11] modelled factors predictive of whether or not 117 

an individual failed to adhere to SD rules over a two-week period, and from the 118 
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perspective of non-adherence to all SD rules and intentional non-adherence. Results 119 

indicated that explanatory factors differed, whereby non-adherence to all SD rules 120 

was more associated with vulnerability and control over SD, whereas intentional non-121 

adherence was more associated with intention and anti-social psychological factors. 122 

These factors allowed us to provide recommendations to tackle the distinct 123 

behaviours of unintentional and intentional non-adherence. The use of a binary 124 

measure of non-adherence to all SD rules, however, was limited in variability 125 

whereby 92.8% of participants did not adhere to all SD rules. The present study 126 

further extended the analysis of non-adherence to SD rules by using a mixed-127 

method design whereby the quantitative phase measured and modelled counts of 128 

infringements (to all rules and intentional rule-breaking) to better reflect the 129 

complexity and variability of non-adherence behaviours. Further to using a more 130 

nuanced outcome variable, the qualitative phase of the study undertook in-depth 131 

interviews with a subsample of respondents to the survey to explore key quantitative 132 

findings, thus providing a deeper and externally valid understanding of the reasons 133 

underpinning non-adherence behaviours.    134 

The present study aimed to analyse non-adherence to a cluster of SD rules (keeping 135 

2 mts. distancing, meeting family and friends, and going out for non-essential 136 

reasons) using an explanatory sequential mixed-method design. We explored 137 

demographic, psycho-social factors and people’s accounts of intentional and 138 

unintentional non-adherence to SD rules in a representative sample of North London 139 

residents.  140 

 141 

Method 142 
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Design 143 

A mixed-methods, explanatory sequential design (quan→qual) was used, where the 144 

qualitative phase (II) used a semi-structured interview guide, informed by key 145 

quantitative findings (phase I) obtained in the cross-sectional study [12]. The 146 

qualitative phase allowed us to add depth and detail to our associations of variables 147 

by further exploring the context, reasons and beliefs underlying non-adherence 148 

behaviours.   149 

Quantitative Phase (I)  150 

Participants and Procedure 151 

Over 18s resident in the London boroughs of Islington, Haringey, Camden, Hackney, 152 

Barnet or Enfield were surveyed via convenience sampling, using a digital 153 

questionnaire delivered through the JISC’s online surveys software, between 1st and 154 

31st May 2020. The total population of the qualifying boroughs is 1,777,666 [13]. In 155 

specifying a 99% confidence level and 5% margin of error, the minimum sample size 156 

required for this population is 663 [14]. A random prize draw to win one of four £100 157 

vouchers for the Aldi supermarket was used as an incentive to encourage 158 

questionnaire completion. The study and the link to the questionnaire were promoted 159 

via London Metropolitan University’s website, social media, and local newspapers.  160 

Instrument 161 

The digital questionnaire was informed by existing empirical research into factors 162 

that have been found to be predictive of protective behaviours during pandemics, as 163 

well as two models of health behaviour, the Theory of Planned Behaviour [15] and 164 

the Social Ecological Model [10]. Where available, existing scales were used, 165 
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otherwise items and scales were self-developed. The survey was initially piloted with 166 

four academics with expertise in quantitative data and behavioural sciences for 167 

expert content validation (conceptual adequacy, relevance, comprehensiveness, and 168 

clarity of the items) with slight alterations made subsequently in accordance with the 169 

suggestions made. The questionnaire covered the following seven groups of factors: 170 

1. SD rules infringements. SD rules infringements were measured via six 171 

items, which asked participants to recall SD behaviours from the previous two 172 

weeks; how many times participants had gone out for permitted reasons (i.e. 173 

for grocery shopping, medication, exercise or work) and not been able to 174 

maintain SD (i.e. they came within 2 mts. of someone not lived with); how 175 

many times participants broke SD rules to meet up with others (i.e. extended 176 

family or friends); and how many times participants went out for unpermitted 177 

reasons. All of these counts were totalled to construct the outcome variable of 178 

total SD rules infringements. Counts of how many times participants broke SD 179 

rules to meet up with others and how many times participants went out for 180 

unpermitted reasons were totalled to construct the outcomes variable of 181 

intentional SD rules infringements.    182 

2. Demographic factors. Demographic data was collected about gender, age, 183 

ethnicity, English as a first language, religion, highest qualification obtained, 184 

employment status, key worker status and deprivation. Item wording and 185 

categories were taken directly from the England Census Rehearsal 186 

Household Questionnaire [16]. Deprivation was measured using the English 187 

indices of deprivation tool [17], which was determined on the basis of 188 

participants’ post codes.  189 
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3. Housing factors. Participants were asked to identify their housing situation 190 

(whether they lived in their own home, a rented home, or a rented room in a 191 

house of multiple occupancy), how many people they lived with, and whether 192 

they lived with someone vulnerable to COVID-19. 193 

4. Health factors. Participants were asked whether, as defined by the UK 194 

Government, they had a medical condition which made them more vulnerable 195 

to COVID-19 and whether they had experienced COVID-19 symptoms. 196 

Perceived susceptibility was measured via a single item, adjusted from a 197 

single item measuring perceived susceptibility to cancer [18]. 198 

5. Political factors. Participants were asked which political party they voted for 199 

in the 2019 General Election, which, due to the low number of responses for 200 

parties other than Labour or the Conservatives, was recoded as voting for the 201 

Conservative government or not. Trust in the Government (3 items, α = .888) 202 

was self-developed and covered Government response to COVID-19 and 203 

Government follow of scientific advice. Data collection was undertaken during 204 

the first national lockdown (1st May to 12th May 2020) and after an easing of 205 

restrictions (13th May to 31st May 2020). Participants SD behaviours, recalled 206 

over a two-week period, were coded as either being during the total lockdown, 207 

during the period of relaxation, or overlapping both periods.  208 

6. Psychological factors. COVID-19 and SD knowledge were measured via a 209 

self-developed quiz, based upon information from the World Health 210 

Organization’s COVID-19 myth busters web portal and from the UK 211 

Government’s guidance on SD rules. Self-interest and social responsibility 212 

were measured via single items adjusted from Oosterhoff and Palmer [19]. 213 
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Using the Theory of Planned Behaviour as a guide, SD behavioural intention 214 

(3 items, α = .854) was self-developed. Three perceived behavioural control 215 

items were self-developed measuring control over leaving the house, control 216 

over others’ distancing and control over responsibilities. Normative pressure 217 

from family, friends and neighbours were each measured via self-developed 218 

single items.  219 

7. Social factors. Based upon the Social Ecological Model, participants were 220 

asked to report if they were receiving financial and community support if 221 

needed during lockdown. Social support was measured using the 222 

multidimensional scale of perceived social support [20], with items 223 

contextualised to refer to the lockdown period. Sub-scales for support from a 224 

special person (3 items, α = .939), family (3 items, α = .937) and friends (3 225 

items, α = .94) were used. 226 

Table 1. Sample items of research variables  227 

Variables Sample items 

SD rules infringements  

Non-adherence In the past two weeks, how many times have you gone out for 

medication and come within two metres (approx. 3 steps) of 

someone (e.g., pharmacist, other customers) you don’t live with?  

 

Intentional non-adherence 

(unpermitted meeting of 

others) 

In the past two weeks, how many times have you broken social 

distancing rules to meet with extended family members that 

don't live with you?   

Intentional non-adherence 

(unpermitted leaving of the 

house) 

In the past two weeks, how many times have you gone out for 

reasons other than to work, to buy groceries, for medical 

reasons (e.g. to collect a prescription) to enjoy parks or public 

spaces or to exercise?  

Health factors  

Perceived susceptibility There is a good chance that I will get coronavirus (COVID-19)  
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Political factors  

Trust in Government  I trust that the Government is following the best scientific advice  

Psychological factors  

COVID-19 and social 

distancing knowledge 

Coronavirus (COVID-19) can only be caught from a person who 

has symptoms  

Social responsibility Before I act, I think about how my actions might have a negative 

effect on others  

Self-interest I do what I want, regardless of what others want me to do  

Intention to socially distance I will not see friends or extended family in person for as long as 

the lockdown measures are in place 

Control over leaving the house During lockdown, I do not need to leave my home if I don’t want 

to  

Control over others’ 

distancing 

When I go out for permitted reasons, I cannot stop others from 

coming within two metres of me*  

Control over responsibilities I have responsibilities (e.g., work, childcare) for which I cannot 

avoid coming into contact with others that I do not live with*  

Family normative pressure  My family support staying at home and social distancing  

Friends normative pressure  My friends are keen to meet up in person, despite the 

lockdown*  

Neighbours normative 

pressure 

I see my neighbours keeping social distancing rules when they 

are out in my street 

Social factors  

Support from a special person During lockdown, I have a special person who is a real source of 

comfort to me  

Support from family  During lockdown, I can talk about my problems with my family  

Support from friends  During lockdown, I can count on my friends when things go 

wrong  

*Reversed items 228 

 229 

Statistical analysis 230 

To measure the associations between explanatory variables (i.e. 231 

demographic, housing, health, political, psychological and social factors) and 232 

outcome variables (i.e. total infringements and intentional infringements of SD rules) 233 
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univariate and multivariate analysis were undertaken, so to provide a complete 234 

picture of explanatory factors, including those that are significant in univariate 235 

analysis but which are not significant in multivariate analysis when other factors 236 

better accounted for variance. For univariate analysis, independent samples t-tests 237 

and one-way ANOVA tests were ran to identify statistically significant differences in 238 

mean infringements between categories of categorical explanatory variables. Also, 239 

Pearson’s product-moment (for interval and ratio scale explanatory variables) and 240 

Spearman’s rank order (for ordinal ratio scale variables) correlations were ran to 241 

identify statistically significant associations between numerical explanatory variables 242 

and infringements.  243 

The outcome variables of total infringements and intentional infringements are count 244 

data, as such a Poisson regression model was used in the first instance. An 245 

assumption of this model is that the distribution of counts follows a Poisson 246 

distribution, such that the observed and expected counts should be approximately 247 

equal. However, for both models, a Pearson Chi-Square goodness of fit test returned 248 

a value considerably greater than 1 (total infringements χ2 (589) = 6.631; intentional 249 

infringements χ2 (589) = 6.247), indicating overdispersion whereby the observed 250 

total infringements and intentional infringements exceeded the expected total 251 

infringements and intentional infringements. Given that that the assumption of 252 

equidispersion was not met, a negative binomial regression model was used instead. 253 

This is another model for count data, which allows for overdispersion because it can 254 

take on a more varied set of shapes than the Poisson distribution, such that the 255 

assumptions for this model are met by the data. 256 

 257 
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Qualitative Phase (II) 258 

Participants and recruitment 259 

For the qualitative study, we used the quantitative findings to inform our sampling 260 

plan. We developed a matrix to purposively sampling relevant socio-demographic 261 

groups based on age, gender, ethnicity, employment status, borough, and clinical 262 

vulnerability. After stratification, we conducted a random selection from the survey 263 

data amongst those individuals who consented to be contacted for an interview. 264 

Individuals were invited by email to an interview to be conducted by phone or online 265 

platforms, Zoom or Skype, according to their preference, and were offered a £20 Aldi 266 

voucher for their participation.  267 

Data collection 268 

Interviews were conducted by phone (n=9), Zoom and Skype (n=21) between 269 

the 5th August and 21st September 2020. Interviews were conducted by YE, an 270 

experienced qualitative researcher with a background in health studies and public 271 

health, who emphasised to participants the study was non-judgemental about their 272 

level of adherence to SD measures, and we were only interested in the reasons and 273 

motivations for their behaviours. Interviewees were asked to confirm demographic 274 

information collected in the survey, and any changes observed (e.g. employment 275 

status or housing situation) were recorded.   276 

We used semi-structured in-depth interviews with a topic guide aimed to further 277 

interpret and explain our quantitative results, including counterintuitive findings. The 278 

interview guide comprised of open-ended questions, each with several prompts. It 279 

was reviewed by key stakeholders (see public involvement below). The guide 280 
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included questions at the individual, interpersonal and community levels following the 281 

Social Ecological Model approach, including the Theory of Planned Behaviour for 282 

individual factors. Individual level factors covered were perceived behavioural control 283 

[self-efficacy and controllability], social norms [friends, family, and neighbours], 284 

perceived threat [vulnerability, susceptibility and severity], attitude towards norms 285 

and trust in government, and intentions). Interpersonal level factors included social 286 

support [friends, family, and statutory services]. Community level factors covered 287 

were local and environmental area perceptions.   288 

All interviews were digitally recorded and transcribed verbatim. Participants have 289 

been anonymised, given identifier codes, and age ranges. For example, F02, WEG, 290 

35+ means that interviewee is a female, interview number 02, White ethnic group, 291 

age range 35-39 years old. Age range such as ‘40s’ means [40-44 years old]; ‘O’ 292 

next to a number (gender other); ‘OEG’ (Other ethnic group); ‘BEG’ (Black ethnic 293 

group); ‘AEG’ (Asian ethnic group).   294 

Public involvement 295 

The interview guide was reviewed by key stakeholders from local Public Health, 296 

Healthwatch and NHS Northcentral London CCG with whom quantitative findings 297 

were discussed during a workshop. Feedback was incorporated into the interview 298 

guide before recruitment started. Due to the tight schedule of this research, it was 299 

not possible to involve the general public in the development of the interview or 300 

survey instruments. 301 

Analysis 302 

Framework analysis [21] was used for qualitative data interpretation, which involves 303 

five stages (familiarization with the data, identification of a thematic framework, 304 
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indexing, charting, and mapping and interpretation of themes). YE read all the 305 

transcripts and both YE and SH read a selection of transcripts to identify recurring 306 

themes. Both researchers independently coded the same five transcripts that led to 307 

the development of a coding framework. Coded transcripts were compared, and 308 

codes further refined and grouped into broader categories. Categories were derived 309 

deductively based on the Social Ecological Model and codes were derived both 310 

deductively and inductively based on the Theory of Planned Behaviour, quantitative 311 

findings, and participants’ accounts. The complete dataset was then manually 312 

indexed by YE, and SH independently coded two interviews to ensure consistency. 313 

Once indexing was complete, data was arranged in a case chart with one row per 314 

participants and one category and associated codes per column, alongside 315 

illustrative quotes. This allowed for further identification of patterns and associations 316 

(i.e. similarities and differences in relation to participants’ age, gender and ethnicity) 317 

during the mapping and interpretation process, which led to the generation of themes 318 

across the case chart and the research questions. 319 

Data integration 320 

In this paper, we merged results from both sets of data analyses known as ‘mixing 321 

during interpretation’ in the Discussion section [12]. In the process of integration, we 322 

aimed for ‘expansion’ as qualitative data had the purpose of explaining the nature of 323 

the associations observed in the quantitative data [22]. 324 

Ethics 325 

Ethical approval for this study was granted by London Metropolitan University 326 

Research Ethics Committee (reference: GSBL200401). 327 
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A participant information sheet (PIS) was provided, and informed consent (IC) was 328 

obtained from all participants before completion of the online survey; and for 329 

qualitative data collection PIS and IC were provided by email with consent forms 330 

orally recorded during the interviews or retuned by email. 331 

Quantitative Results 332 

Participants 333 

There were a total of 681 valid responses to the study’s questionnaire. There were 334 

20 responses from participants living in locations other than the specified North 335 

London boroughs, which were removed from the dataset. The characteristics of the 336 

final sample are reported in Table 2. Of note is that the sample was highly skewed to 337 

females, with 82.8% of respondents being female (564 vs. 111 males), which is 338 

reflective of the trend that women are more likely to participate in surveys than men 339 

[23-24]. Also of note is that a minority of 14.4% of participants came from BAME 340 

populations (98 vs. 583 White), which is not reflective of the broader London 341 

population, 40.2% of whom come from BAME groups [25]. This under-representation 342 

reflects the well-established trend that ethnic minorities are less likely to participate 343 

in health surveys than ethnic majorities [26-27].  344 

Table 2. Characteristics of sample 345 

Explanatory variables n % Mean S.D. Min. Max. 

Demographic factors       

Gender       
Female 564 82.8     
Male 111 16.3     
Other 6 0.9     

Age   42.43 13.62 19 77 
Ethnicity       

White 583 85.6     
BAME 98 14.4     

Language       
English as first language 582 85.5     
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English not as first 
language 

99 14.5     

Religion       
No religion 420 61.7     
Christian 154 22.6     
Buddhist 9 1.3     
Hindu 3 0.4     
Jewish 53 7.8     
Muslim 14 2.1     
Sikh 2 0.3     
Other 26 3.8     

Highest qualification obtained       
No qualifications 13 1.9     
GCSEs or equivalent 30 4.4     
A Levels or equivalent 44 6.5     
Vocational / work-related 
Qualification 

40 5.9     

Bachelor’s degree 236 34.7     
Professional 
Qualification 

81 11.9     

Master’s degree 198 29.1     
Doctoral degree 39 5.7     

Employment status       
Long-term sick or 
disabled 

28 4.1     

Retired 56 8.2     
Working as an employee 
from home 

268 39.4     

Self-employed or 
freelance from home 

66 9.7     

Looking after home or 
family 

29 4.3     

Unemployed 36 5.3     
A furloughed employee 64 9.4     
A student 20 2.9     
Working as an employee 
in normal place of work 
(not home) 

67 9.8     

Self-employed or 
freelance in normal place 
of work (not home) 

16 2.3     

Other 31 4.6     
Key worker status       

Not key worker 528 77.5     
Key worker 153 22.5     

Deprivation (1-10)   4.42 2.126 1 10 

Housing factors       

Housing situation       
Live in own home 349 51.2     
Live in rented home 250 36.7     

Live in rented room of 
multiple occupancy 
house 

82 12     

Number of people living with   2.57 1.368 0 9 
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Living with a vulnerable person       
Living with person of 
vulnerable health status 

104 15.3     

Not living with person of 
vulnerable health status 

577 84.7     

Health factors       

Health       
Vulnerable 102 15     
Not vulnerable 579 85     

COVID-19 Symptoms       
Not had 472 69.3     
Had 209 30.7     

Perceived susceptibility (1-7)   4.74 1.557 1 7 

Political factors       

2019 General election       
Voted for Government 61 9     
Did not vote for 
Government 

620 91     

Trust in Government (1-7)   2.96 1.541 1 7 
Lockdown phase       

Total lockdown 259 38     
Overlap of total and first 
Relaxation 

255 37.4     

First relaxation 167 24.5     

Psychological factors       

COVID-19 and social distancing 
knowledge (out of 9) 

  7.03 1.055 3 9 

Self-control (1-7)   6.19 1.012 1 7 
Self-interest (1-7)   1.81 1.13 1 7 

Intention to socially distance (1-
7) 

  5.95 1.16 1.67 7 

Control over leaving the house 
(1-7) 

  5.34 1.891 1 7 

Control over others’ distancing 
(1-7) 

  5.48 1.558 1 7 

Control over responsibilities (1-
7) 

  2.81 2.197 1 7 

Family normative pressure (1-7)   6.29 1.075 1 7 
Friends normative pressure (1-
7) 

  5.52 1.699 1 7 

Neighbours normative pressure 
(1-7) 

  4.69 1.825 1 7 

Social factors       

Financial support       
Getting financial Support 
if needed 

545 80     

Not getting financial 
support if needed 

136 20     

Community support       
Getting community 
support if needed 

599 88     

Not getting community 
support if needed 

82 12     
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Support from a special person 
(1-7) 

  5.52 1.846 1 7 

Support from family (1-7)   5.35 1.665 1 7 
Support from friends (1-7)   5.41 1.44 1 7 

 346 

SD rules infringements 347 

As reported in Table 3, over a period of two weeks, the average number of 348 

infringements of any kind per study participant was 10.77. Of these, on average, 349 

participants unintentionally broke SD rules (i.e. unable to maintain social distance 350 

from others when going out for permitted reasons) 8.18 times. Out of 10.77 total 351 

infringements, participants, on average, intentionally broke the rules (i.e. left house 352 

for unpermitted reasons or engaged in non-permitted meeting of others) 2.59 times. 353 

Of these, participants, on average, left their house for unpermitted reasons 1.92 354 

times and engaged in unpermitted meeting of others 0.67 times.  355 

Table 3. Infringements of SD rules 356 

 Mean Std. 
Deviation 

Minimum Maximum 

All infringements 10.77 9.36 0 59 
Unintentional infringements 8.18 7.26 0 42 
Intentional infringements 2.59 4.62 0 32 
Unpermitted leaving of house 
infringements 

1.92 4.07 0 30 

Unpermitted meeting of 
others infringements 

0.67 1.62 0 20 

 357 

Factors associated with SD infringements 358 

Univariate analysis. The differences in means of infringements between categories 359 

of each categorical explanatory variable are reported in Table 4. There was a 360 

statistically significant difference in infringements between housing situation groups 361 

as determined by a one-way ANOVA (F(2,678) = 3.59, p= .028). A LSD post hoc test 362 
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revealed that infringements were statistically significantly higher for participants living 363 

in a rented home (11.64 ± 9.56) compared to participants who live in their own home 364 

(9.85 ± 9.25, p = .02). An independent-samples t-test found that participants who 365 

were not vulnerable committed statistically significantly more infringements (11.38 ± 366 

9.32) compared to participants who were vulnerable (7.29 ± 8.84), a mean difference 367 

of 4.09 (95% CI, 2.14 to 6.04), t(679) = 4.12, p = .000.  368 

Table 4. Average infringements by category of categorical explanatory variable 369 

Explanatory variables All infringements Intentional 
infringements 

 Mean S.D. Mean S.D. 

Sample 10.77 9.36 2.59 4.62 

Demographic factors     

Gender     
Female 10.73 9.01 2.76 5 
Male 11.27 9.45 2.57 4.56 
Other 5 5.33 1.5 2.74 

Ethnicity     
White 10.9 9.4 2.64 4.63 
BAME 10.01 9.16 2.33 4.59 

Language     
English as first language 10.78 9.56 2.6 4.75 
English not as first 
language 

10.73 8.17 2.55 3.83 

Religion     
No religion 10.65 9.02 2.52 4.38 
Christian 11.34 10.06 2.94 5.17 
Buddhist 10 8.09 3.67 5.36 
Hindu 4.33 3.79 .67 1.16 
Jewish 11.38 10.63 3.23 5.8 
Muslim 8.57 7.92 2.07 3.63 
Sikh 9.5 9.19 0 .00 
Other 10.38 9.78 .85 1.74 

Highest qualification obtained     
No qualifications 16.62 14.33 3.92 5.38 
GCSEs or equivalent 10.9 7.88 3.73 5.17 
A Levels or equivalent 8.8 7.25 2.27 3.99 
Vocational / work-related 
qualification 

9.05 9.17 1.55 2.86 

Bachelor’s degree 11.16 10.17 2.69 4.66 
Professional qualification 9.37 7.81 2 3.66 
Master’s degree 10.84 8.88 2.68 5.17 
Doctoral degree 12.95 10.21 2.87 4.6 

Employment Status     
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Long-term sick or 
disabled 

8.86 10.24 1.32 2.76 

Retired 7.88 10.4 3.09 6.36 
Working as an employee 
from home 

10.85 9.64 2.31 4.58 

Self-employed or 
freelance from home 

10.39 8.04 2.03 4 

Looking after home or 
family 

9.59 6.76 2.97 4.15 

Unemployed 10.17 8.29 2.11 3.76 
A furloughed employee 12.97 10.19 3.69* 5.07 
A student 11.95 8.78 3.85 4.67 
Working as an employee 
in normal place of work 
(not home) 

12.03 8.5 2.37 4.07 

Self-employed or 
freelance in normal place 
of work (not home) 

15.06 9.26 5.81* 5.28 

Other 9.39 9.34 2.48 4.15 
Key Worker status     

Not key worker 10.57 9.31 2.54 4.55 
Key worker 11.45 9.53 2.79 4.64 

Housing factors     

Housing situation     
Live in own home 9.85 9.25 2.67 4.92 
Live in rented home 11.64* 9.56 2.47 4.39 
Live in rented room of 
multiple occupancy 
house 

12.06 8.94 2.66 3.99 

Living with a vulnerable person     
Living with person of 
vulnerable health status 

9.36 9.1 2.25 4.64 

Not living with person of 
vulnerable health status 

11.03 9.39 2.66 4.62 

Health factors     

Vulnerable health     
Vulnerable 7.29 8.84 1.75 4.16 
Not vulnerable 11.38* 9.32 2.74* 4.68 

COVID-19 Symptoms     
Not had 10.6 9.53 2.52 4.73 
Had 11.17 8.97 2.76 4.37 

Political factors     

2019 General election     
Voted for Government 11 10.65 3.7 5.83 
Did not vote for 
Government 

10.75 9.23 2.48 4.48 

Lockdown phase     
Total lockdown 10.47 9.21 2.08 4.12 
Overlap of total and first 
relaxation 

11.12 9.07 2.58 4.36 

First relaxation 10.71 10.06 3.4* 5.56 

Social factors     

Financial support     
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Getting financial support 
if needed 

10.91 9.53 2.68 4.85 

Not getting financial 
support if needed 

10.21 8.68 2.26 3.56 

Community support     
Getting community 
support if needed 

10.88 9.46 2.64 4.72 

Not getting community 
support if needed 

9.96 8.58 2.23 3.8 

*Statistically significantly higher infringements 370 

The associations between numerical explanatory variables and infringements are 371 

reported in Table 5. There was a moderate, negative correlation between intention to 372 

socially distance and infringements (rs(681) = -.337, p = .000). There was a weak, 373 

negative correlation between age (r (681) = -.104,  p = .006), social responsibility 374 

(rs(681) = -.097, p = .012) control over leaving the house (rs(681) = -.208, p = .000), 375 

control over others’ distancing (rs(681) = -.217, p = .000) control over responsibilities 376 

(rs(681) = -.204, p = .000), normative pressure from family (rs(681) = -.117, p = .002), 377 

normative pressure from friends and infringements (rs(681) = -.222, p = .000) and 378 

total infringements. There was a weak, positive correlation between support from 379 

friends and infringements (rs(681) = .097, p = .011).  380 

Table 5. Associations between numerical explanatory variables and 381 

infringements 382 

Explanatory variables All infringements Intentional 
infringements 

 Correlation Sig. Correlation Sig. 

Demographic factors     

Age -.104* .006 .053 .169 
Deprivation -.045 .243 .015 .702 

Housing factor     

Number of people living 
with 

.047 .216 .044 .257 

Health factor     

Perceived susceptibility .067 .079 .061 .114 

Political factor     

Trust in Government -.034 .377 -.033 .389 

Psychological factors     

COVID-19 and social 
distancing knowledge 

-.062 .106 -.08* .036 
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Social responsibility -.097* .012 -.147* .000 
Self-interest .057 .141 .143* .000 
Intention to socially 
distance 

-.337* .000 -.409* .000 

Control over leaving the 
house 

-.208* .000 -.1* .009 

Control over others’ 
distancing 

-.217* .000 -.09* .019 

Control over 
responsibilities 

-.204* .000 -.13* .001 

Normative pressure from 
family 

-.117* .002 -.189* .000 

Normative pressure from 
friends 

-.222* .000 -.21* .000 

Normative pressure from 
neighbours 

-.011 .768 .044 .247 

Social Factors     

Support from a special 
person 

.032 .411 .001 .978 

Support from family .023 .554 -.001 .987 
Support from friends .097* .011 .06 .117 

*Statistically significant univariate association 383 

 384 

Multivariate analysis. The negative binomial regression model was statistically 385 

significant, χ2(57) = 129.131, p = .000. A Pearson Chi-Square goodness of fit test 386 

returned a value greater than 0.5 (χ2 (623) = .628), indicating that the model fits the 387 

data well. When holding other factors constant, SD infringements increase by 61.4% 388 

if an individual is not vulnerable, than if an individual is vulnerable. An additional level 389 

of agreement on a 7-point Likert scale indicating intention to socially distance 390 

decreases SD infringements by 16.1%. An additional level of agreement on a 7-point 391 

Likert scale indicating having control over leaving the house decreases SD 392 

infringements by 5.7%. An additional level of agreement on a 7-point Likert scale 393 

indicating having control over others’ distancing decreases SD infringements by 394 

11.5%. An additional level of agreement on a 7-point Likert indicating feeling 395 

normative pressure from neighbours to socially distance increases SD infringements 396 
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by 5.3%. An additional level of agreement on a 7-point Likert indicating having 397 

support from friends increases SD infringements by 13.2%.  398 

Table 6. Results of negative binomial regression, with count outcome variable 399 
of total infringements of social distancing rules  400 

Explanatory variables Exp (B) 95% Wald Confidence 
Interval for Exp (B) 

Sig. 

  Lower Upper  

Constant 78.553 19.812 311.46 .000 

Demographic factors     

Gender     
Female     
Male .965 .769 1.212 .762 
Other .467 .181 1.204 .115 

Age .999 .99 1.009 .918 
Ethnicity     

White     
BAME 1.048 .804 1.366 .728 

Language     
English as first language     
English not as first 
language 

.86 .669 1.104 .236 

Religion     
No religion     
Christian 1.199 .965 1.49 .873 
Buddhist .929 .437 1.974 .848 
Hindu .71 .184 2.736 .618 
Jewish 1.183 .833 1.68 .348 
Muslim .678 .359 1.28 .231 
Sikh 2.121 .457 9.843 .337 
Other 1.038 .657 1.64 .873 

Highest qualification obtained     
No qualifications     
GCSEs or equivalent .866 .396 1.894 .719 
A Levels or equivalent .511 .243 1.078 .078 
Vocational / work-related 
qualification 

.496 .237 1.039 .063 

Bachelor’s degree .636 .316 1.281 .205 
Professional qualification .593 .287 1.228 .159 
Master’s degree .683 .338 1.379 .287 
Doctoral degree .875 .401 1.912 .738 

Employment status     
Long-term sick or 
disabled 

    

Retired .927 .516 1.666 .8 
Working as an employee 
from home 

1.19 .706 2.006 .515 

Self-employed or 
freelance from home 

1.223 .695 2.154 .485 

Looking after home or 
family 

1.299 .676 2.498 .432 

Unemployed 1.213 .664 2.214 .53 
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A furloughed employee 1.408 .797 2.488 .239 
A student 1.187 .584 2.412 .635 
Working as an employee 
in normal place of work 
(not home) 

1.149 .631 2.093 .65 

Self-employed or 
freelance in normal place 
of work (not home) 

1.596 .772 3.301 .207 

Other .934 .5 1.743 .83 
Key worker status     

Not key worker     
Key worker .993 .781 1.262 .954 

Deprivation .994 .952 1.038 .796 

Housing factors     

Housing situation     
Live in own home     
Live in rented home 1.201 .973 1.483 .088 
Live in rented room of 
multiple occupancy 
house 

1.077 .778 1.49 .656 

Number of people living with 1.011 .945 1.082 .749 
Living with a vulnerable person     

Living with person of 
vulnerable health status 

    

Not living with person of 
vulnerable health status* 

.991 .773 1.27 .944 

Health factors     

Vulnerable health*     
Vulnerable     
Not vulnerable* 1.614 1.245 2.091 .000 

COVID-19 symptoms     
Not had     
Had 1.052 .867 1.276 .61 

Perceived susceptibility .976 .917 1.038 .436 

Political factors     

2019 General election     
Voted for Government     
Did not vote for 
Government 

.923 .656 1.297 .643 

Trust in Government  .964 .909 1.023 .226. 
Lockdown phase     

Total lockdown     
Overlap of total and first 
relaxation 

.957 .787 1.164 .659 

First Relaxation* .846 .676 1.06 .146 

Psychological factors     

COVID-19 and social distancing 
knowledge 

.971 .896 1.052 .473 

Social responsibility .969 .882 1.065 .514 
Self-interest .982 .905 1.066 .668 

Intention to socially distance* .839 .769 .916 .000 
Control over leaving the house* .943 .9 .989 .015 
Control over others’ distancing* .885 .836 .936 .000 
Control over responsibilities .959 .915 1.005 .077 
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Normative pressure from family  1.01 .923 1.105 .835 
Normative pressure from friends  .958 .908 1.012 .126 
Normative pressure from 
neighbours* 

1.053 1 1.109 .049 

Social factors     

Financial support     
Getting financial support 
if needed 

    

Not getting financial 
support if needed 

1.005 .788 1.281 .969 

Community support     
Getting community 
support if needed 

    

Not getting community 
support if needed 

.96 .708 1.301 .79 

Support from a special person 1.007 .947 1.070 .823 
Support from family  .925 .836 1.023 .13 
Support from friends*  1.132 1.009 1.271 .035. 

*Significant predictors  401 

Factors associated with intentional SD infringements 402 

Univariate analysis. The differences in means of intentional infringements between 403 

categories of each categorical explanatory variable are reported in Table 4. There 404 

was a statistically significant difference in intentional infringements between 405 

employment status groups as determined by a one-way ANOVA (F(10,670) = 406 

1.86, p= .048). A LSD post hoc test revealed that intentional infringements were 407 

statistically significantly higher for self-employed or freelance in normal place of work 408 

participants (5.81 ± 5.28) compared to long-term sick or disabled participants (1.32 ± 409 

2.76, p = .002), self-employed or freelance from home (2.03 ± 4, p = .003), working 410 

as an employee from home (2.31 ± 4.58, p = .003), unemployed (2.11 ± 3.76, p = 411 

.007), working as an employee in normal place of work (2.37 ± 4.07, p = .007), other 412 

(2.48 ± 4.15, p = .019), retired (3.09 ± 6.36, p = .037) and looking after home or 413 

family (2.97 ± 4.15, p = .047). Intentional infringements were statistically significantly 414 

higher for furloughed employees (3.69 ± 5.07) compared to long-term sick or 415 

disabled participants (1.32 ± 2.76, p = .023), working as an employee from home 416 

(2.31 ± 4.58, p = .031) and self-employed or freelance from home (2.03 ± 4, p = .04). 417 
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An independent-samples t-test found that participants who were not vulnerable 418 

committed statistically significantly more intentional infringements (2.74 ± 4.68) 419 

compared to participants who were vulnerable (1.75 ± 4.16), a mean difference of 1 420 

(95% CI, .1 to 1.9), t(149.73) = 2.19, p = .03. There was a statistically significant 421 

difference in intentional infringements depending on the lockdown phase relevant to 422 

participants’ period of responses as determined by a one-way ANOVA (F(2,678) = 423 

4.12, p= .017). A LSD post hoc test revealed that intentional infringements were 424 

statistically significantly higher during the first relaxation phase (3.4 ± 5.56) 425 

compared to the full lockdown phase (2.08 ± 4.12, p = .017). 426 

The associations between numerical explanatory variables and intentional 427 

infringements are reported in Table 5. There was a moderate, negative correlation 428 

between intention to socially distance and intentional infringements (rs(681) = 429 

.409, p = .000). There was a weak, negative correlation between knowledge (r (681) 430 

= -.08,  p = .036), social responsibility (rs(681) = -.147, p = .000), control over leaving 431 

the house, (rs(681) = -.1, p = .009), control over others’ distancing (rs(681) = -.09, p = 432 

.019), control over responsibilities (rs(681) = -.13, p = .001), normative pressure from 433 

family (rs(681) = -.189, p = .000) and normative pressure from friends (rs(681) = -434 

.21, p = .000) and intentional infringements. There was a weak, positive correlation 435 

between self-interest and intentional infringements (rs(681) = .143, p = .000).  436 

Table 7. Results of negative binomial regression, with count outcome variable 437 
of intentional infringements of social distancing rules  438 

Explanatory Variables Exp (B) 95% Wald Confidence 
Interval for Exp (B) 

Sig. 

  Lower Upper  

Constant 27.705 4.757 161.353 .000 

Demographic factors     

Gender     
Female     
Male .832 .625 1.106 .206 
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Other .575 .175 1.89 .362 
Age* 1.017 1.005 1.028 .005 
Ethnicity     

White     
BAME .952 .687 1.319 .768 

Language     
English as first language     
English not as first 
language 

.87 .641 1.181 .37 

Religion     
No religion     
Christian* 1.332 1.026 1.727 .031 
Buddhist 1.347 .544 3.338 .519 
Hindu .889 .128 6.158 .905 
Jewish .85 .557 1.297 .451 
Muslim .531 .237 1.191 .125 
Sikh 4.298E-13 .000 .000  
Other* .333 .174 .637 .001 

Highest qualification obtained     
No qualifications     
GCSEs or equivalent 1.513 .62 3.694 .363 
A Levels or equivalent .862 .36 2.060 .738 
Vocational / work-related 
qualification 

.434 .179 1.050 .064 

Bachelor’s degree .989 .44 2.224 .979 
Professional qualification .81 .347 1.89 .626 
Master’s degree 1.141 .505 2.577 .751 
Doctoral degree 1.782 .724 4.387 .209 

Employment status     
Long-term sick or 
disabled 

    

Retired 1.163 .56 2.413 .686 
Working as an employee 
from home 

.966 .509 1.836 .917 

Self-employed or 
freelance from home 

1.159 .573 2.347 .681 

Looking after home or 
family 

2.018 .912 4.462 .083 

Unemployed 1.217 .577 2.565 .606 
A furloughed employee 1.878 .959 3.68 .066 
A student 1.575 .687 3.61 .283 
Working as an employee 
in normal place of work 
(not home) 

.802 .39 1.651 .55 

Self-employed or 
freelance in normal place 
of work (not home)* 

3.051 1.285 7.241 .011 

Other 1.241 .577 2.67 .581 
Key Worker status     

Not key worker     
Key worker 1.161 .867 1.556 .361 

Deprivation 1.016 .963 1.071 .57 

Housing factors     

Housing situation     
Live in own home     
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Live in rented home 1.062 .825 1.365 .642 
Live in rented room of 
multiple occupancy 
house 

1.087 .723 1.634 .687 

Number of people living with 1.038 .95 1.134 .411 
Living with a vulnerable person     

Living with person of 
vulnerable health status 

    

Not living with person of 
vulnerable health status* 

1.118 .819 1.527 .482 

Health Factors     

Vulnerable Health     
Vulnerable     
Not vulnerable* 1.508 1.082 2.102 .015 

COVID-19 symptoms     
Not had     
Had 1.015 .802 1.284 .901 

Perceived susceptibility 1.019 .944 1.099 .636 

Political factors     

2019 General election     
Voted for Government     
Did not vote for 
Government 

.717 .48 1.07 .103 

Trust in Government*  .926 .86 .997 .041 
Lockdown phase     

Total lockdown     
Overlap of total and first 
relaxation 

1.08 .849 1.375 .531 

First relaxation* 1.374 1.048 1.8 .021 

Psychological factors     

COVID-19 and social distancing 
knowledge* 

.881 .797 .974 .013 

Social responsibility* .86 .766 .966 .011 
Self-interest 1.017 .917 1.127 .755 

Intention to socially distance* .69 .62 .767 .000 
Control over leaving the house .969 .915 1.026 .279 
Control over others’ distancing* .888 .826 .956 .001 
Control over responsibilities .947 .893 1.004 .068 
Normative pressure from family  .997 .893 1.113 .959 
Normative pressure from 
friends*  

.912 .853 .975 .007 

Normative pressure from 
neighbours* 

1.108 1.039 1.181 .002 

Social factors     

Financial support     
Getting financial support 
if needed 

    

Not getting financial 
support if needed 

1.088 .804 1.474 .584 

Community support     
Getting community 
support if needed 

    

Not getting community 
support if needed 

.873 .595 1.28 .486 
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Support from a special person 1.07 .989 1.158 .09 
Support from family  .963 .85 1.091 .554 
Support from friends*  1.161 1.004 1.343 .044 

*Significant predictors 439 

Multivariate analysis. The negative binomial regression model was statistically 440 

significant, χ2(57) = 308.916, p = .000. A Pearson Chi-Square goodness of fit test 441 

returned a value greater than 0.5 (χ2 (623) = 1.837), indicating that the model fits the 442 

data well. When holding other factors constant, an additional year of age increases 443 

intentional SD infringements by 1.7%. Intentional SD infringements increase by 444 

33.2% if an individual is a Christian and decrease by 66.6% if an individual follows a 445 

non-specified religion, than if an individual has no religion. Intentional SD 446 

infringements increase by 205.1% if an individual is self-employed or freelance in 447 

their normal place of work, than if an individual is long-term sick or disabled. 448 

Intentional SD infringements increase by 50.8% if an individual is not vulnerable, 449 

than if an individual is vulnerable. An additional level of agreement on a 7-point Likert 450 

indicating trust in the Government decreases intentional SD infringements by 7.4%. 451 

Intentional SD infringements increase by 37.4% if an individual reports on their SD 452 

infringements during the relaxation of rules after the first national lockdown, than if 453 

an individual reports on their SD infringements during the first national lockdown. An 454 

additional correct answer to knowledge about COVID-19 and social distancing 455 

decreases intentional SD infringements by 11.9%. An additional level of agreement 456 

on a 7-point Likert indicating a sense of social responsibility decreases intentional 457 

SD infringements by 14%. An additional level of agreement on a 7-point Likert scale 458 

indicating intention to socially distance decreases intentional SD infringements by 459 

31%. An additional level of agreement on a 7-point Likert scale indicating having 460 

control over others’ distancing decreases intentional SD infringements by 17.2%. An 461 

additional level of agreement on a 7-point Likert indicating feeling normative 462 
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pressure from friends to socially distance decreases intentional SD infringements by 463 

8.8%. An additional level of agreement on a 7-point Likert indicating feeling 464 

normative pressure from neighbours to socially distance increases SD infringements 465 

by 10.8%. An additional level of agreement on a 7-point Likert indicating having 466 

support from friends increases intentional SD infringements by 16.1%.  467 

Summary of quantitate results: The multivariate analysis established that 468 

vulnerable health, intention to socially distance, control over others’ distancing, 469 

normative pressure from neighbours and support from friends were associated with 470 

both total SD infringements and intentional SD infringements. Intentional SD 471 

infringements were also associated with religion, employment status, trust in 472 

government, lockdown phase, COVID-19 and SD knowledge, social responsibility 473 

and normative pressure from friends. Total SD infringements was associated with 474 

control over leaving the house, which was not associated with intentional SD 475 

infringements. 476 

Qualitative Results 477 

A total of 32 individuals responded to the interview invitation, and after agreeing a 478 

time for a call, two were unavailable, leaving 30 participants’ data for analysis. 479 

Interviews lasted a mean of 40 minutes (range 23 - 80 minutes). Demographic 480 

characteristics are reported in Table 8. Several factors were identified that shaped 481 

the behaviours and intentions of non-adherence, which have been categorised using 482 

three levels of the Social Ecological Model: individual, interpersonal and community 483 

level. Categories and themes and their relationship to unintentional/intentional non-484 

adherence are presented in Table 9. Interview extracts are provided to illustrate 485 

themes. 486 
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Table 8. Characteristics of the interview sample (n=30) 487 

Characteristics n %    

Demographic       

Gender      
           Female 14 47    
           Male 14 47    
           Other 2 7    
Age      
           18-29 
           30-59                                  
           60+ 
Ethnicity 

7 
14 
9 

23 
47 
30 
 

   

           White EG* 19          63    
           Asian EG 
           Black EG 
           Mixed EG 
           Other EG           

5 
4 
1 
1 

17 
13 
3 
3 

   

 Borough             
           Enfield                    
           Islington                   
           Camden                   
           Haringey                  
           Hackney                    
           Barnet                       

3 
8 
4 
9  
4  
2      

10 
27 
13 
30 
13 
7 

   

Employment status      
Working as an employee 
in normal place of work 
PT/FT 

3 10    

          Working from home         
          A Furloughed employee               
          Unemployed 
          Retired 

Long-term sick or disabled           
          Student                     
 

13 
1 
3 
7 
1   
2                

43 
3 
10 
23 
3 
7 

   

Housing & vulnerability      

Living with person of 
vulnerable health status 
Not living with person of 
vulnerable health status 
 

3 
 
27        

10 
 
90   

   

Health       

Vulnerable                            5    17    
Not vulnerable                      25    83    

      

* EG: ethnic group. 488 

 489 

Table 2: Categorised factors that influence non-adherence to SD rules.  490 
 491 

 492 
Categories                                                      Themes 493 
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 494 
Individual level                         UNint          Challenges of staying at home          495 
                                                                    Inability to keep physical distance                 496 
                                                                    Inevitability of catching covid-19                               497 
                                                                    Confusion about the rules 498 
                                                                    Negative attitude and lack of trust in Gov.  499 
                                                     INt          Individual risk assessment/decision-making                       500 
 501 
 502 
Interpersonal level                     UNint           Supporting others and feeling low risk  503 
                                                                       Perceptions of neighbours’ behaviour 504 
                                                       INt           Perceptions of close friends & acquaintances  505 
 506 
 507 
Community level                       UNint             Environmental constrains 508 
                                                                        Absence of statutory support   509 
                                                      INt             Lack of compliance in local area 510 
 511 

   UNint: unintentional; Int: intentional; Gov: Government. 512 
    513 

 514 

Individual level 515 

Individual level factors are related to intrapersonal psychological constructs such as 516 

perceived ability and controllability to perform the behaviour as well as attitudes and 517 

decision processes towards the rules. Amongst these, the challenges of staying at 518 

home, to which many participants found harder than keeping 2 mts. distancing, was 519 

associated with perceived difficulties to perform the behaviour (self-efficacy). 520 

Participants referred to emotions and personality traits (i.e. feeling anxious, lonely, 521 

reclusive, ‘mentally taxing’ or being an extrovert) as well as to house space (living in 522 

a small flat or without a garden). This led many men, in particular, and of all ages to 523 

leave home for unpermitted reasons, such as exercising more times than it was 524 

permitted, or for longer periods, or driving or cycling longer distances than permitted 525 

during the full lockdown period. Many argued that they found a ‘safe way’ of doing it, 526 

others referred only to the positive impact on their mental health. Someone walking 527 

in the day and running in the night, commented: ‘I would have gone crazy if I couldn’t 528 

go running’ (M10, WEG, 60s); similarly, another mentioned, ‘definitely, I had to leave, 529 

I couldn’t stay at home’ (M02, BEG, 35+). 530 
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On the other hand, inability to keep physical distance was expressed by many as 531 

frustrating (lack of controllability) in particular with regard to people’s ‘lack of space 532 

awareness’ when shopping or walking on narrow pavements. A few participants who 533 

worked outside the home were also concerned about coming into close contact with 534 

people. There were also situations of lack of controllability reported by individuals 535 

living in shared accommodation for whom leaving the house for exercise and 536 

volunteering was a way of regaining self and peer-esteem. One of them commented 537 

in relation to his outings: 538 

‘it kind of got me out of their way [friends] and is quite weird when you're the only one 539 

self-employed and not working. After a month, actually, one of them got furloughed 540 

as well so that made it a lot easier, but the other two worked [from home] all the way 541 

through lockdown’ (M12, WEG, 25+). 542 

Another individual living with his family and a shielding wife stated they could not 543 

follow the SD rules provided for shielding people given the size of their flat.  544 

The majority of informants from the young and adult groups felt they were likely to 545 

catch COVID-19, many felt they had caught it previously, a few considered work 546 

exposure and living with a key worker as a ‘strong likelihood’, while others thought of 547 

the high transmissibility of the virus and contact with people as being ‘inevitable’:   548 

‘I think I might have had it. I think I might get it, but I am not worried because I am 549 

relatively young’ (F14, WEG, 25+). 550 

‘Yes, I’m likely to catch it. So much unknow about it so everybody can catch it’ (O02, 551 

WEG, 40s). 552 

Young people thought that being ‘young, healthy and fit’ made them unlikely to be 553 

severely affected by the disease, although a few knew of people who were young 554 
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and seriously ill. In the adult group, those having mild underlying health issues were 555 

concerned about long-COVID (severity); whilst the older group felt less likely to catch 556 

COVID-19 due to ‘taking precautions’, and at the same time, many said that it was a 557 

‘lottery’. Those that were clinically vulnerable were more likely to feel both 558 

susceptible and to fair worse if caught it, but two mentioned going out during the 559 

relaxation of measures, to restaurants, friends’ gatherings, and holydays abroad. 560 

One of them weighed up the threat about the virus with feeling lonely, whilst seeking 561 

reassurance from friends who had the disease: 562 

‘I do worry about catching it but I have felt the need for company in the later period in 563 

a way that I wasn't feeling as acutely earlier, and I've also felt that because I've been 564 

reading a lot and sharing information with friends […] who had it [covid] and got 565 

through it’ (F09, AEG, 60s). 566 

Other individual factors included confusion about the rules. Informants expressed 567 

that their knowledge about the guidelines changed considerably after the first ease of 568 

lockdown measures, with most of them stating that they struggled to understand the 569 

rules:  570 

‘Now it's really hard to know what's okay to do.  I’d like some nice clear information, 571 

and clear instruction that wasn’t contradictory. But it's impossible to get’ (F01, WEB, 572 

70s). 573 

‘The messaging became very muddle, and almost a joke (‘staying alert’). Friends are 574 

not sure of what you can or cannot do. It was confusing and contradictory’ (M11, 575 

WEB, 20s). 576 

Confusion about rules also led to negative expressions towards the new rules 577 

considered as ‘contradictory’, ‘ridiculous’ and ‘inconsistent’ in the balance of lifting 578 

 . 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 May 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.04.21256444doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.04.21256444
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


36 
 

and restricting, especially in regard to norms concerning social interaction (‘I can go 579 

to the pub but I can’t meet my friends’; ‘back to work but no seven friends indoors’). 580 

At the same time, distrust in the Government’s handling of the pandemic was very 581 

high, as with only one exception, who considered the pandemic a new phenomenon 582 

and therefore ‘normal’ for the Government to make mistakes, the rest of the 583 

participants strongly commented on the Government’s ‘lack of leadership’, ‘complete 584 

incompetence’, ‘lack of honesty’ and on their ‘lack of faith’ and ‘lack of trust’. Some of 585 

the criticism was directed at the need to impose lockdown earlier, the questioning of 586 

an early relaxation of measures, lack of access to tests for symptomatic people, no 587 

mandatory use of face masks, no police enforcement, and no border controls, 588 

amongst others. Individual decision making, often interchangeably described as 589 

following ‘common sense’, performing ‘own risk assessment’, or ‘doing what is 590 

sensible to do’ was expressed by many as a personal strategy to counter the 591 

Government’s perceived mismanagement of the pandemic:     592 

‘now I am doing what I feel is right, it seems more like a judgement call than any sort 593 

of rule’ (M03, WEG, 25+). 594 

‘I have breached the guidance in some ways since lockdown ended. I follow my own 595 

perceptions on what is safe or not’ (M13, WEG, 35+). 596 

‘Doing the right thing and complying are not necessary the same thing. I’ve not 597 

complied with their [Government] instruction. Right the way through we implemented 598 

it [health protection] earlier, so I will continue doing what I feel is right rather than 599 

what they suggest’ (F12, BEG, 35+). 600 

‘We [brothers’ family] did a risk assessment and we decided before the bubble was 601 

implemented that we were going to create our own bubble’ (O02, WEG, 40s). 602 
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In many cases, this led to a cautious attitude i.e. doing less than it was permitted (not 603 

using transport, restaurants and pubs) or, as one of them put it, ‘living in my own little 604 

lockdown’. Related to this was a view of reconsidering adherence in the future 605 

(intentions), if ‘lockdown’ measures were reinstated. Young and adult groups were 606 

more likely to re-consider adherence, some explicitly mentioned rules they would not 607 

follow, e.g. if bubbles were suspended, the rule of six, and not meeting people 608 

outdoors; others, anticipated an evaluative approach to the measures, similarly to 609 

the decision-making process described above. In comparison, older people were 610 

more prone to state they would follow the rules in the future. 611 

Interpersonal level 612 

Interpersonal level factors are those associated with individuals’ perceptions of and 613 

interactions with family, friends, and neighbours (social network), as well as support 614 

received and provided to facilitate adherence to rules. Young people and adults often 615 

expressed prosocial values in terms of feeling socially responsible for helping those 616 

most vulnerable given that they perceived themselves as less severely affected if 617 

catching Covid-19. Many joined Mutual Aid Groups, others spontaneously offered 618 

help to neighbours, often as a response to a perceived lack of support from the 619 

Government:   620 

‘The main thing to come out from this on a local level was that (and I did it myself) I 621 

contacted neighbours of mine who are less able to go out and more high-risk 622 

categories and asked if they needed any help. And I think that's what a lot of people 623 

did, but that was from a local level … that should have been from a Government 624 

level’ (M04, OEG, 35+). 625 
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Many in the younger groups who were volunteering admitted to breaking the rules in 626 

terms of going out for non-permitted reasons while having COVID-19 symptoms, and 627 

at the same time, feeling responsible for the community and wanting to help. In these 628 

cases, the latter appears as more important than the perceived risk of spreading the 629 

disease to the most vulnerable. One volunteer, for example, commented regarding 630 

his approach to rules during lockdown: 631 

‘the oldest is 28 the youngest was 25 at the time, but, you know, we kind of see 632 

ourselves less at risk because we're not interacting closely with people, we don't 633 

have family around us, we're not interacting with people more at risk on a regular 634 

basis, I guess we then felt that we could kind of follow the rules more loosely’ (M12, 635 

WEG, 25+).   636 

Older people displayed more resources in terms of the type of activities they became 637 

involved in (Mutual Aid groups, voluntary organisations, providing emotional support 638 

over the phone, donations, and cooking). Most valued the work of neighbours 639 

supporting the community. On the other hand, adults and older people were more 640 

likely to mention the use of masks as protective behaviour than young respondents, 641 

and older people considered the risk of running errands if they were living with 642 

someone shielding:  643 

‘We supported people with food. I thought too much of a risk to offer help and drive’ 644 

(M14, WEG, 65+). 645 

Neighbours were generally praised on the basis of their support offered to the 646 

community, rather than their behaviour towards the rules. There were, however, a 647 

few interviewees visibly upset about neighbours constantly flouting the rules, leaving 648 

them pondering about their own compliance and self‐sacrifice for the collective effort:  649 
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‘it was generally around that age group – maybe more like 20 something, mid-30s 650 

from professional backgrounds, but they just.. no compliance whatsoever. That was 651 

the only thing that did create animosity, because I am doing all the things that I am 652 

supposed to do, but some people out there that don’t give a dam basically, they are 653 

countering all the measures. Then you think of course there will be a level of non 654 

compliance, but I was quite surprised that it was that group and to that extent’ (M04, 655 

OEG, 35+). 656 

Family and friends were mentioned as the main source of emotional support to help 657 

staying at home. Remote communication, via video-chat and mobile calls, was used 658 

by most participants in all groups. Yet some participants felt the need to meet, in 659 

person, members of their family who did not leave with them during the lockdown: 660 

 ‘So, I got in the car, I drove 10 minutes. I met him [son] in a park and we were sitting 661 

far away from each other but, you know, at least we were able to talk, rather than on 662 

Zoom’ (M01, WEG, 70s). 663 

Some also relied upon family and friends for the delivery of food when shielding or 664 

having symptoms. Only a few informants received support from neighbours at least 665 

once for the delivery of food or prescriptions. Friends were often perceived as being 666 

adherent to SD rules, but during relaxation, many referred to creating ‘friend’s rules’ 667 

to meet up safely, regardless of the Government guidance.   668 

‘so we always made sure we met somewhere where everyone could avoid public 669 

transport and people, so in that sense, I don't know if we were compliant at that 670 

point, but I felt like we were looking after each other and taking good measures’ 671 

(O01, AEG, 30s).   672 
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Many interviewees also remarked on ‘close friends’ being compliant as opposed to 673 

‘acquaintances’ or ‘distant friends’, whom they knew were not following the rules and 674 

meeting up with others during lockdown.  675 

‘very intelligent people [other friends] and the fact that they wouldn't follow the rules 676 

on the one hand makes me angry, but then also like makes me go, well, there's 677 

probably a lot of people like them that weren't following the rules properly, so yeah, it 678 

certainly makes it, you know? how you follow the rules in future if there was another 679 

lockdown’ (M12, WEG, 25+).   680 

Community level 681 

Community level captures interactions with local area environments and services as 682 

well as perceptions about the local area. There were a range of issues raised in 683 

relation to the environment that had a direct relationship with respondents’ ability to 684 

comply with SD rules (unintentional non-adherence). The impossibility to access 685 

online delivery for foods was a constant problem stated by informants, leaving many 686 

of them to find ways of adapting and responding to their new situation, from visiting 687 

shops at different hours to changing the way they shopped. Yet despite their 688 

strategies, many referred to the lack of enforcement of SD rules by shop owners 689 

(groceries, corner shops) for which people turned to for basic items, as well as by 690 

supermarkets, where control for protective measures (physical distancing and use of 691 

masks) was considered rather weak.  692 

‘Where I live, there was no social distancing in the small shops […] Some people 693 

carried life as normal’ (M02, BEG, 35+).  694 

‘Supermarket, there wasn’t too much enforcement beyond a few signs’ (M11, WEG, 695 

20s). 696 
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Local parks were mentioned as problematic because of being too busy, with groups 697 

of people not being dispersed or controlled by the police, and for lack of 698 

maintenance; ‘too much litter’. This led people to find alternative green spaces, 699 

sometimes having to travel longer distances, or to avoid visiting parks completely: 700 

‘I didn’t go to the park anymore. Height of lockdown and it was a nice day, it was 701 

packed – people playing football and people in the ground. So busy. So, I went to 702 

another place/park and was busy as well. Nowhere to distance from people ... didn’t 703 

see police around at all’ (O02, WEG, 40s). 704 

In addition, restaurants, after they were allowed to open on 4th July, were perceived 705 

for some as unsafe, leaving a few regretting their visit. Some indicated this was due 706 

to the lack of use of facemasks, others due to the lack of distancing between tables, 707 

and the no recording of customers’ contact details, as it was then required. As one 708 

commented: ‘I do expect a restaurant to keep my details’ (M09, WEG, 65+).  709 

Regarding support from statutory services, this was very limited for those who 710 

needed it, leaving them unable to adhere with the norms as per guidelines. For 711 

example, a single mother with underlying health conditions complained about the 712 

late distribution and ‘in-store only’ use of food vouchers (free school meals). 713 

Likewise, delay in responses was mentioned by those living with a shielding person, 714 

where the delivery of food took around a month to get sorted, leaving them feeling at 715 

risk when going shopping. A woman with mental health problems and living alone 716 

was discharged from hospital at the beginning of mitigation measures and stated it 717 

took six weeks for the hospital to get in touch and offer some support. She recalled 718 

being scared and non-compliant during that period:     719 
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‘I had it tough because I have mental health issues so it [pandemic] made it worst 720 

[…] I was discharged from hospital earlier than I should have because of the 721 

situation, and I didn’t have the support. I was drop literally into lockdown basically [..] 722 

Yes, at the begging I was like no one is gonna force me, no one is gonna police it. I 723 

thought, how can you make me stay at home? I’ve got no disease, I know I am 724 

disease free. It did take three weeks to sink in’ (F02, AEG, 35+). 725 

Local area perceptions across all age groups indicated a concern about people not 726 

complying with SD rules, in particular after the relaxation period. Middle age and 727 

older groups considered this an issue with young people gathering in parks or not 728 

physically distancing when in shops or in the street. Many informants felt a lack of 729 

policing and enforcement of rules as problematic, while others were concerned about 730 

a perceived sense of ‘normality’ in the behaviours of local residents: 731 

‘people don’t wear masks, lots of people are not social distancing. People think is 732 

over’ (F01, WEG, 70s). 733 

‘There is a sense of normality; even in the media referring to ‘during the pandemic’ 734 

as if it’s over! That’s interesting language, I think, because I don’t think is over at all.’ 735 

(M10, WEG, 60s). 736 

 737 

Discussion 738 

This study identified individual, interpersonal and community level factors associated 739 

with intentional and unintentional non-adherence to SD rules during the first 740 

‘lockdown’ and relaxation in a cross-sectional North London sample. To our 741 

knowledge, this is the first mixed-methods study on SD measures combining a 742 
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survey with in-depth interviews. The explanatory sequential design allowed for an 743 

integration of qualitative data to offer a deeper understanding of quantitative findings 744 

whilst shedding light on new emerging themes about people’s non-adherence 745 

behaviours. It is important to consider that the relaxation period introduced significant 746 

changes to SD rules and that interviews took place between two and three and a half 747 

months after completion of the survey. 748 

The additional detail gained from the qualitative data demonstrates aspects that are 749 

unique to a population group that could be broadly defined as being able to stay at 750 

home (able to work from home or retired), with lower caring responsibilities outside 751 

the house, largely not vulnerable to COVID-19, and who were exceptionally relying 752 

on statutory services. 753 

Participants’ accounts revealed different challenging situations experienced both 754 

during full ‘lockdown’ and the relaxation of rules at the intersections of individual, 755 

interpersonal and community levels. The most frequent act of non-adherence, as 756 

reported in the survey (on average 1.92 times) and interviews, was going out for not 757 

permitted reasons (time and frequency of exercising and not staying local), often in 758 

relation to psychological factors (self-efficacy) that affected their confidence to 759 

staying at home i.e. feeling confined. The second most reported act of non-760 

adherence in all groups was at the interpersonal level; meeting family or friends they 761 

did not live with (at least once during lockdown and more than once during 762 

relaxation), as initially identified in our survey findings (average 0.67). Survey data 763 

reported that an additional level of support from friends increased the odds of 764 

intentionally not adhering to SD rules by 16%, which is further explained in the 765 

qualitative data where participants felt a strong emotional support from friends and 766 

family, and justified breaking rules due to ‘missing social interaction’ with loved ones, 767 
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more likely reported after the relaxation. Indeed, some participants stated that 768 

groups of friends agreed to meet up under certain rules (decision-making processes) 769 

which meant a contravention of guidelines. The perceived adverse emotional impact 770 

of SD rules and non-adherent behaviours has been reported in previous reviews [28] 771 

and studies [8]. It is worth noting that a study from Quebec [29] found emotional 772 

factors as a non-significant predictor of adherence to SD norms, but it did find 773 

independent predictors of adherence in civic duty (protecting others), protecting the 774 

vulnerable, and social norms (others respecting the rules). Whilst a belief in civic 775 

duty relies upon consistent messages and trust in governments, lack of trust may 776 

affect the relative influence of other psychological factors, leading to a breakdown in 777 

known behavioural associations such as a perceived threat and response efficacy 778 

(believing measures are effective) in the adoption of protective behaviours [30]. In 779 

our qualitative sample, participants largely believed SD measures were effective on 780 

their own, but the handling from the Government, especially with regard to the timing 781 

of its implementation (i.e. too late for full lockdown, too early for relaxation) alongside 782 

other factors discussed below, led behaviours to be informed by individual risk 783 

assessments/decision-making, rather than ‘protecting others’.      784 

  785 

Our multivariate analysis identified that an additional level of agreement on a 7-point 786 

Likert scale indicating trust in the Government decreases intentional SD 787 

infringements by 7.4%. The qualitative data enabled us to identify two possible 788 

explanations for this. First, attitude (emerging theme – not queried in the survey) 789 

revealed a negative perception towards the management of SD rules, in particular, 790 

after relaxation, which was informed by a lack of trust in Government, confusion 791 

about the content of the rules (knowledge), and a perception of conflicting 792 
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messages, i.e. contradiction between what was permissible to do and not. Second, 793 

this negative attitude led, in turn, to a decision-making process (emerging theme) 794 

whereby individuals reported making their own evaluation about what was 795 

‘reasonable’ or ‘safe’ to do in a particular context. The interaction of these variables 796 

allowed us to identify this as a key explanatory factor, where lack of trust in the 797 

Government and confusion about rules informed a negative attitude and induced an 798 

individual decision-making process where, in many instances, intentional non-799 

adherence took place. These behaviours remind us of the importance of 800 

governments in maintaining confidence and public trust in their management of the 801 

pandemic, yet evidence indicates that UK politicians have foundered in this key area 802 

with people’s trust declining from 66% by mid-April 2020 to 39% in early June and to 803 

30% by mid-September [31]. 804 

 805 

There was a considerable level of support provided by interviewees to their 806 

communities, through engagement with Mutual Aids groups or running errands for 807 

neighbours, especially during the lockdown period. Interestingly, for the young group, 808 

this reflected an increased sense of community and prosocial values (social 809 

responsibility) although, at the same time, we found that this was not always 810 

associated with ‘protecting the most vulnerable’, as some volunteers reported going 811 

out for non-essential reasons and being symptomatic at different points. This is 812 

similar to other UK surveys where low adherence was associated with people 813 

engaged in community work while having COVID-19 symptoms [8] or not [32].  814 

At the community level, we were able to identify the main reasons that affected one 815 

of the variables in relation to unintentional non-adherence in our survey (control over 816 

others distancing, reported on average 8.18 times). Most of the informants reflected 817 
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on their inability to keep 2 mts. distancing from people when shopping in local 818 

convenience stores and supermarkets. Parks were also identified as overcrowded 819 

areas, including lack of maintenance and policing to disperse groups. Environmental 820 

constrains also included restaurants and pubs, which were questioned for their lack 821 

of observance of the rules (wearing masks, contact tracing, distancing in indoors) 822 

leaving many feeling unsafe and unintentionally breaking the 2 mts. rules. In 823 

addition, there was clearly a reported negative perception of people’s lack of 824 

compliance in the ‘local area’, also found in a study from Islington and Camden [33]. 825 

Our qualitative data suggested that participants more often perceived lack of 826 

adherence in the ‘local area’ in comparison to ‘neighbours’, thus resonating with 827 

studies arguing for the need to consider the spatial proximity variance in behaviours 828 

affected by social norms [34]. This may explain a counterintuitive finding observed in 829 

our survey indicating that an increased normative pressure from neighbours was 830 

associated with intentional non-adherence to SD rules. Furthermore, local area lack 831 

of compliance (not queried in the survey) may also influence intentional non-832 

adherence behaviours, as other studies have reported [29,35], and similarly in other 833 

social situations when adherence to a required behaviour is conditional on others 834 

doing the same.  835 

 836 

Implications 837 

 838 

Building trust in public health measures might be challenging for the implementation 839 

of future SD measures or other protective measures, such as vaccinations, whose 840 

effectiveness depends on people’s behaviours. Reports have shown [36-39] that the 841 

UK Government’s centralised management of the pandemic, from decision-making 842 
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and communication to the roll out of test and trace, has undermined engagement 843 

with local health authorities and communities. Partnerships with local communities, 844 

early development of strategies for community participation, and then frequent 845 

priority needs assessments to strengthen community engagement and support could 846 

provide communities with the tools to comply with the guidelines, whilst increasing 847 

acceptability. [Factors addressed: lack of trust in Government; individual decision-848 

making; absence of statutory support]. 849 

Parallel to partnership working, public health messaging should emphasise prosocial 850 

behaviours and responsibility for the community, especially protecting the vulnerable, 851 

tailoring messages to young adults who may underestimate the risk of spreading the 852 

disease. [Factors addressed: Supporting others and feeling low risk].  853 

It is also recommended that Environmental Health officers should work with local 854 

small businesses (corner shops), pubs and restaurants to advise on SD practices 855 

and practical protective behaviours, ensuring they are COVID-secure. Whilst it is 856 

important to do so by engaging with businesses’ concerns, it is also relevant that 857 

environmental health officers have enforcement powers to close business when 858 

failing to comply. [Factors addressed: Environmental constrains and lack of 859 

compliance in local area]. 860 

 861 

Conclusions 862 

 863 

Our findings have identified ways in which non-adherence to SD rules can be 864 

intentional and unintentional and can be underpinned by factors occurring at different 865 

levels; individual, interpersonal, and community. In particular, our findings highlighted 866 

the importance of factors beyond people’s control and others that involved conscious 867 

 . 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 May 7, 2021. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.04.21256444doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2021.05.04.21256444
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


48 
 

decision-making, both resulting in a reduced likelihood to adopt recommended 868 

behaviours. Whilst all these factors are modifiable, our findings indicate that non-869 

adherence can be improved by partnerships with local communities to build trust in 870 

SD measures; tailored messaging to young adults emphasising the need of 871 

protecting others whilst clarifying the risk of spreading the virus; and by ensuring 872 

COVID-secured environments through the work of environmental health officers.     873 

 874 

Strengths and limitations 875 

 876 

The mixed-methods approach allowed a nuanced understanding by integrating a 877 

predictive quantitative model with inferences from participants’ past experiences of 878 

behavioural non-adherence. However, there are known limitations to this type of 879 

research design. In particular, the challenge of attaining true integration over two 880 

large data sets. To overcome this barrier, our qualitative data was derived from the 881 

findings of the quantitative survey, so it was possible to integrate the two data sets 882 

and findings together by organising it into the different levels of the Social Ecological 883 

Model that guided our theoretical approach for both sets of data collection.  884 

Our study was restricted to those living in North London boroughs and behavioural 885 

adherence of people living in other parts of London and England might have been 886 

different. Further, although our qualitative sample offered a more balanced 887 

representation of population groups, in the survey, men and BAME groups were 888 

underrepresented, thus caution is needed in generalising quantitative findings to the 889 

North London population of interest. 890 

Self-report surveys and interviews are subjected to biases including recall bias 891 

(forgetting about breaking the rules) and social desirability bias (not admitting to 892 
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breaking the rules). Potential interviewer bias was mitigated using a reflexive 893 

interviewing approach, whereby honesty in the responses provided was encouraged 894 

through a non-judgemental attitude, by ensuring participants understood the 895 

questions being asked and the interviewer double checking responses at the end, 896 

when necessary.   897 
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