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Dental & skeletal fluorosis 

• WHO guideline: 1.5 mg/l  

• Rift Valley surface- & groundwater contaminated with 2-30 mg/l 

• Medical treatment difficult & ineffective  prevention 

• physical, social and psychological impacts 
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 Community-based fluoride-removal option 

based on the Nakuru technique 

• Bone char (charred animal bones) 

• Contact precipitation (Ca PO4 pellets) 
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The RANAS-Model: Risk, Attitudes, Norms, Ability and Self-regulation 
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Method 

• Study area: 1 village, Weyo Gabriel 

• Face-to-face interviews  high illiteracy rate 

• Standardized questionnaires 

• Translation into Amharic and Oromic 

• Training of interviewers (prior to every survey) 

• Pretest of questionnaire 
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Study 1 

• Community filter  

• Sample size N = 180 

 
Research questions 

• Which psychological factors influence the usage of the filter? 

• Which of these influencing factors do still have potential to be 
changed? 

 

                

 

 

• H1: Evidence-based interventions are more effective in 
changing behavior 
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Interventions to increase community filter usage 

General recommendations Evidence-based 

Promotion manuals (NGO approach) 

 mostly recommended 

 

Baseline survey (research) 

 Awareness creation  

 risk perception 

 

 highest intervention potential 

 influence + potential to increase 

 

Perceived vulnerability Perceived costs 
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Intervention design 

Persuasion campaign with promoters/health workers doing household visits 

 Training of 10 promoters  

 

 

• decrease perceived costs of 

filtered water 
 

• increase perceived vulnerability 

of getting fluorosis 

Goal: 
increase consumption 

of filtered water 
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Persuasion on perceived costs  

Higher price = better quality 

• Examples with common things (red teff vs. white teff, oil vs. butter) 
 

Personal water budget 

• Promoter calculates water consumption of family 

• How much water do they need from community filter? 

• How much money does it cost? 

 

Method Introduction     Study 1 Study 2    Conclusion 



Persuasion on children‘s vulnerability  

1) Current water source contaminated 

 

2) Personal risk information for all children 

 Individualized undeniable messages! 

 

3) What can you do? 
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Results: Evaluation of evidence-based cost persuasion 
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Results: Evaluation vulnerability persuasion 
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Conclusions of Study 1 
 

 

 

1. With persuasion campaigns, behavior can be changed 

without changing objective barriers (e.g. actual price)  

2. Evidence-based interventions more effective than 

interventions based on general recommendations 

 

Huber, A.C., Tobias, R., & Mosler, H.-J. (in revision). Evidence-based 

tailoring of behavior change campaigns: increasing fluoride-free 

water consumption in rural Ethiopia. Applied Psychology: Health 

and Wellbeing. 
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Study 2 

• Community filter (N = 180) 

• 2nd intervention phase  

 

 RO plant 

Research questions 

• Which psychological factors influence the preference of the in-
village community filter or the alternative source? 

• Does the implemented intervention influence people’s 
preference? 
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Personalized photo reminder 

3 days promotion at the community filter 

 Give incentive for new users 

 Increase remembering & commitment towards the community filter 
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Study 2: Which psychological factor predicts the preference? 
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Does the photo reminder bind people to the CF and does it 

influence the targeted factors? 

Photo reminder CF preference 

77.4% 

B = 2.56** 

Commitment 

B = .453** 

Forgetting 

B = - .380** 
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Conclusion of Study 2 
 

 

 

1. Perceived distance, costs and effort highly influence the 

preference between two mitigation options 

2. Personalized prompts/reminders bind people to an 

option and increase remembering and commitment 

towards that option 

 

 

 

Huber, A.C., & Mosler, H.-J. (2012) Determining the differential 

preferences of users of two fluoride-free water options in rural 

Ethiopia. Journal of Public Health, doi: 10.1007/s10389-012-0537-4. 
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Implications & conclusions 

For evidence-based 

 Designing of interventions  

 Implementing of interventions  

Baseline surveys are important 

Understanding preferences between options is 

important 

 For ensuring sustainable use of an 

implemented option 
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