ROSS UNIVERSITY The Etfects of Mask Orders on Compliance and Health

SCHOOL OF MEDICINE Kurt Luchia

Introduction Methods Mask Adoption  No Mask Adoption  Cateqories of the Conclusions

Adopting masks as a public health measure for 1. Counts from across Canada were taken at grocery Q ~ ?ua:risnkguc?t?sse?sgtion. No correlation was observed
preventing the spread of infectious diseases is stores during the 15t week of November 2020. s a i het " d v (Fia 4
an option currently being debated, employed, 2. The number of people wearing, not wearing, and & € .ween ma.sf S an sev.erl y (Fig 1),
and enforced. This research seeks to explore those incorrectly wearing masks were gathered. Incorrect Mask Adoption YVhI_Ie_ a po_S|t|ve Correlatfon b_etween
the subject, starting with lessons learned from The authority level of the mask order was also individualism and severity (Fig 4)
pandemics, and the evolving COVID-19 noted. e ' ik was observed suggests another
literature. This is will be contrasted by a 3. Incidence rates per 100,000 were determined P, 4 a5 . . factor associated with collectivists
naturalistic observation experiment to help using available public health data. sesls S T ' P is causing a protective effect.

gauge the effects of mask orders on 4. Data from the adoption rates were compared for q

compliance and health. association with other factors. 1 l '_‘_

On yaur thn DNasgling From one ear On your arm
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