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Dental & skeletal fluorosis

* WHO guideline: 1.5 mg/I
* Rift Valley surface- & groundwater contaminated with 2-30 mg/I
* Medical treatment difficult & ineffective - prevention

* physical, social and psychological impacts

Introduction Method Study 1 Study 2 Conclusion
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Community-based fluoride-removal option

based on the Nakuru technique

» Bone char (charred animal bones)
 Contact precipitation (Ca PO, pellets)
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The RANAS-Model: Risk, Attitudes, Norms, Ability and Self-regulation

Information Risk Factors:
Interventions Perceived Vulnerability ) | gchavior
_ Perceived Severity A
Factual Knowledge
Intention
Persuasive Attitude Factors:
Interventions Instrumental Beliefs e | Use/
— Affective Beliefs Behavior
Habit
Normative Norm Factors:
Interventions Descriptive Norm =
— Injunctive Norm
Personal Norm
Infrastructural & Ability Factors: Behgvuor
Ability Action Knowledge —
Interventions Self-Efficacy inEEANER
e Maintenance S.-Efficacy
Recovery S.-Efficacy
Use/
Planning Self-Regulation Factors: Behavior
Interventions & Action Control/Planning =
Relapse Prevention Coping Planning Habit
N Remembering
Commitment
Introduction Method Study 1 Study 2 Conclusion
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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

Introduction Method Study 1 Study 2 Conclusion
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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 \

Promotion manuals (NGO approach) | Baseline survey (research)

- mostly recommended

- Awareness creation —> highest intervention potential

—> risk perception - influence + potential to increase
Perceived vulnerability Perceived costs

- /

Introduction Method Study 1 Study 2 Conclusion
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Intervention design

Persuasion campaign with promoters/health workers doing household visits
—> Training of 10 promoters

Q 4 ‘.‘.i.‘l"‘.-‘v!' » R

Goal: « decrease perceived costs of

filtered water mm) increase consumption

« increase perceived vulnerability of filtered water

of getting fluorosis

Introduction Method Study 1 Study 2 Conclusion
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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

Introduction

Intervention sheet on perceived costs

1 weuld like to talk 1o you about the costs of trented water and find out fogether with you
how much monay you would have to spend If you decide to consume filered water from
the Commursty fitter

Persuasion: costly = better quality
Imagine you grow to diffarent types of taff, the red and the whie teflf, You take the teff to
the market

+ For how much would you sell 1 sack of red telf?

* And for how much would you sell 1 sack of white teff?

* S0 white teff s much more oxpansive than rod teff?

* Why is it more exponsive?

« S0 you think white 1eff is batter quality teff than red 1eft? Even though It s both tef?

+ 8o, it s logical, that white toff is more axpansive than rod teff, becausa it's qualy s a
lot better?

Imagine you cook wat. 50 you can use butter of ol for cooking wit
Which one is batter of taste? Butter or od?

*« Which one is bettar for your health? Bulter or oil?

* Which one s more oxpensive? Butter of od?

+ S0t the end, which one s better quality? Butier or o7

+ 80, 1t s logical that butter s much more axpensive than ofl, bocausa It is heathser and
I's quaity s & ot better?

The same it is with water in Wayo Gabrel. Thare are ddferent water sources. All of the
sources contain i lof of fluoride, which is very dangerous for your health. Stll you have
{0 pay money for wator 8t any waler source. Tha community filter offars fluodide lreated
watar, which & very good for your heallh bocause it pravents you rom gettng Auorosis
It you compare now for axample the Cammunvity fiter wer with waser from Shibre or
Maoshen Sofor waler point

* Which is batter for your health?

*  Which has better quality?

*  Which s more expansive?

+ Evon if both are water their price is ciffarent (lke rod and white tel or butter and oil)

But It 1 logical that community fitler water is more expensive than untreated water
because it is much healthier and it's quality is a lot better?

Personal water budget for the household
« Take the budget sheet and fill it out with the famiy!

Method

Study 1

Promoter calculates water consumption of family
How much water do they need from community filter?
How much money does it cost?

Personal water budget sheet

How many family members are living in your household? -
How many chidren of yours are under 13 years? _ _children

Where do you nosmally fedch water (If you do not feich at the Community filter)?

How much does the wiler cost at this water point? Bier per liters

How many cups 'Houm-nycupt Amwnuny]ug:do
does one child does one adult you use for

drink per day? drink per day? cooking per day

({including food,
coffee, shai)?

Cup/rigs

ters 02 02 1

Totai Mers

Total per day Sam of fotal drnking and cooking:_ Mers

Total per week Anove by 7 days. lters

Total jeerycans per | Abowve divided by 20 Mters: jerrycans of 20 L
ween

Total expense per Above multiplied by 0.50 Birr: Bier
wook

S0 # you want that your tamily only consumes filtered waler you have 10 buy.
jerrycans of 20 liters per week at the Community Filter.

This wit cost you Bar per weok

That is only By more than if you consume flucdde contaminated water.

All other water you need, for your caltle, animats, for washing and cleaning you don't
have 10 buy at the Community Filter, you can buy untreated water, which is cheaper.

Study 2
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Persuasion on children‘s vulnerability

1) Current water source contaminated 14.3 molL
11.4 ma/L ‘
2) Personal risk information for all children ~ *™™" | “

—> Individualized undeniable messages! oot

3.7 mgiL Shibre/Mesken Safer

3.2 mglL i

3) What can you do? . -

v ¥ ¥

Introduction Method Study 1 Study 2 Conclusion
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Results: Evaluation of evidence-based cost persuasion
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COST Control

COST Control

Consumption behavior Perceived costs

18 (.43) -.14 (.46) 17825 W 32

ABEH Cost Persuasion

ACOST Cost Persuasion Control group -.267 (.3 | ) -101 (.43) 953 w 19

Control group

Introduction Method Study 1 Study 2 Conclusion
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Results Evaluatlon vulnerablllty persuasion
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Vulnerability Control Vulnerability Control
Consumption behavior Perceived Vulnerability

-.033 (.48) -.14 (.46)

ABEH Vuln Persuasion Control group

11745 “ 055

AVUL Vuln Persuasion Control group -1 77 (.55) -.101 (.43) 864 108 2 153

Introduction Method Study 1 Study 2 Conclusion
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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.

Introduction Method Study 1 Study 2 Conclusion
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Study 2

« Community filter (N = 180)
« 2"d intervention phase

RO plant
2 months 2 months 2 months 6 months
Area 1 = < 0 = =
& | Intervention | 3 | Intervention g Intervention | 2 8
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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?

Introduction Method Study 1 Study 2 Conclusion
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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

04/01/2008

Ny !

Ml:ll.-ml[um

Introduction Method Study 1 Study 2 Conclusion
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Study 2: Which psychological factor predicts the preference?

CI (95%) for
Factor block _Factor B SEB E Ex
Risk factors  Vulnerability -3.844 1.943 0.021 0.048 (0, .064)
Severity -1.212 3.95 0.298 0.759 (0, 638.0)
Knowledge -1.282 2.818 0.278 0.649 (0, 69.06)
Attitude factors Overall affect 3.614 297 37.132 0.224 (.11, 12537)
Taste 2.048 2.018 155.888 0.012 (2.98, 8137.9)
Perceived costs -2.757 1.211 0.063 0.023 (0, .681)
FPerceived distance 2.218 2.181 9.188 0.309 (.13, 860.7)
Effort -7.008 2.967 0.001 0.018 (0, .303)
Morm factors  Descriptive norm 3.986 3.051 23.841 0.191 (.14, 21286.1)

Injunctive norm -0.525 2157 0592 0.808 (0, 40.59)
Ability factors  Self-efficacy -3.235 2705 0039 0232 (0,7.89)
Self-regulation Planning 4173 3.058 6494 0.172 (.16, 26010.9)
factors Forgetting -0.173 1.245  0.841 0.89 (.01, 9.66)
Commitment 3.021 315 2052  0.337 (.04, 984352)
Constant -8.304 4.514 — 0.066 -

Note: Nagelkerke R° = 692, LR-¢” = 73.62 with df=14 {p=.000), n = 120. A forced entry method was used for the

calculation.

Introduction Method

Study 1

Study 2

Conclusion



Does the photo reminder bind people to the CF and does it
influence the targeted factors?

B =-.380*

B =2.56**

B = .453**
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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.

Introduction Method Study 1 Study 2 Conclusion
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Implications & conclusions

mmm) Baseline surveys are important

For evidence-based

= Designing of interventions

= Implementing of interventions

‘ Understanding preferences between options is
Important

* For ensuring sustainable use of an
Implemented option

Introduction Method Study 1 Study 2 Conclusion



gOOO

aquatic research

| would like to thank:

* Prof. Hans-Joachim Mosler & SozMod

« Lars Osterwalder

« Sarah Bhend, Zoe R0O06sli, Ina Sonego & Anna Gamma
 Feyisa Lemma

e Mohammed, Mahimud, Mohammed, Mare, Mirat, Adam, Amina,
Ebisa, Adam & Yohannes

 Bedasa, Dao, Midaksa, Misrak, Mohamed, Robe, Rirife & Teyibe
« Tufa Tafa & Bariso Roba

« OSHO, HEKS, NDC & AAU




eawa

aquatic research 000

...and you, for your attention.




