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ABSTRACT  

There are many icases iof idomestic iand iother iforms iof iviolence iattributed ito ialcohol iand idrugs 

iin iNandi iCounty ibut imost iare inot idocumented. iThe ipurpose iof ithe istudy iwas ito iassess ithe 

ieffect iof icommunity iintervention imethods iin ireducing ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iward, iNandi 

iCounty. iThe istudy ievaluated ithe ieffect iof icommunity-advocacy icampaigns, ipeaceful 

idemonstrations, iand ifamily-based iinterventions iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iWard i– 

iNandi iCounty. iThis istudy iused iquantitative iexploratory idescriptive iresearch idesign. iThe 

itarget ipopulation iof ithe istudy iwas i35,962 ithat icomprised i185 iCommunity ileaders, i214 

ireligious ileaders, i289 isocio-economic igroup ileaders, iand i35,274 icommunity imembers. iThe 

isample isize iof i380 irespondents iwas iestablished iusing iKrejcie i& iMorgan i(1970) imethodology. 

iProportionate istratified irandom isampling iwas iused iand ifurther iconvenience isampling iwas 

iused ito iidentify ispecific irespondents ifor iinterviews. iThis istudy iused iquestionnaires iand ikey i- 

iinformant iinterviews ito icollect iprimary idata. iThe istudy iapplied idescriptive istatistics ithat 

iincluded imean, ifrequencies iand ipercentages igenerated iusing iSPSS isoftware iand iexcel 

iprograms. iQualitative idata iwas ianalyzed ithematically. iPresentation iof ifindings iwas idone 

iusing ibie-charts, itables iand ifigures. iThe ifindings ishowed ithat ithe icommunity-advocacy 

icampaigns ihas ia ipositive iand istatistically isignificant i(r=0.868; ip<0.05) ieffect ion ireducing 

ialcohol iabuse iamong ithe icommunity imembers iin iKapsabet iward, ithe ieffect iof ipeaceful 

idemonstrations ihas ia ipositive iand istatistically isignificant i(r=0.810; ip<0.05) ieffect ion ireducing 

ialcohol iabuse iand ideaths iamong imembers iof ithe icommunity, ithe ieffect iof ireligion ias ian 

iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse ihas ia ipositive iand istatistically isignificant i(r=0.853; ip<0.05) 

i ieffect ion ireducing ialcohol iabuse iand ideaths iamong imembers iof ithe icommunity iand ifamily- 

ibased iintervention ihas ia ipositive iand istatistically isignificant i(r=0.817; ip<0.05 ieffect ion 

ireducing ialcohol iabuse iin ithe icommunity. iThis iimplies ithat ifamily- ibased iintervention 

icontribute igreatly ito ithe iextent ito iwhich ialcohol iconsumption ican ibe ireduced. iIn iconclusion 

ithe ipolicies iregarding ilocal ibrewing iare idisregarded iby imany ibrewers ibecause ithey icontinue 

ibrewing ichangaa iand ibusaa ievery iday. iThere iare ilow ianti-alcohol icampaigns idone ion ipeaceful 

idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol iabuse. iReligious ileaders iare iclose imentors ito imany ipeople iin 

ithe isociety iand itherefore iit iis itheir iduty ito icriticize iand icondemn ithe iuse iof ialcohol iand idrug 

isubstance. iFurther iparents iare ialways inumber ione irole imodels ito itheir ichildren iand itherefore 

itheir ichampioning iin idemonstration ins iagainst ialcohol iabuse iwill ileave itheir ichildren iand 

iyouths iliving ithe isame ilifestyle. iThe istudy irecommends ithat ithe icounty igovernment ishould 

iput imore ipressure ion ifollow-ups iagainst ilaw ibreakers iwho icontinue ito ibrew ibusaa iand 

ichangaa. iThe icounty igovernment ishould iintroduce iregular ianti-alcohol icampaigns idone iby 

ivarious iorganizations iagainst iexcessive iuse iof ialcohol. iReligious ileaders ishould ilead iby 

iexample iand ilive ia iChristian ilife ibecause imany iyoung iand iold ipeople iin ithe isociety iuse ithem 

ias ithe irole imodels. iAnd ifinally iparents iare irecommended ito ishare imore iinsights ion ithe iuse iof 

ialcohol iwith itheir ichildren. iThey ishould ibe iopen ito icommunicate iwith ichildren iand iclarify 

iexpectations iregarding ialcohol iuse iat ithe ifamily iset iup.  
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CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION 

This ichapter ipresents ithe ibackground ito ithe istudy, istatement iof ithe iproblem, iresearch 

iobjectives, iassumptions iof ithe istudy, isignificance iand ijustification iof ithe istudy, itheoretical 

iframework, iand iscope iof ithe istudy, iand idefinition iof ioperational iterms iused iin ithe istudy. 

1.1 Background of the Problem 

Community iintervention imethods iof ireducing ialcohol iabuse iare iprevention imeasures 

iwhich iaim ito ireduce ialcohol iabuse iand iits iconsequences. iSuch imeasures iinclude ipolicies 

iregulating ialcohol-related ibehavior ion ithe ione ihand iand icommunity iand ieducational 

iinterventions iseeking ito iinfluence idrinking ibehavior ion ithe iother i(Setlalentoa, iRyke i& 

iStrydom, i2015). iAlcohol iabuse iis ithe iexcess iuse iof ialcoholic ibeverages, ieither ion iindividual 

ioccasions i(binge idrinking) ior ias ia iregular ipractice. iFor isome iindividuals, ichildren ior ipregnant 

iwomen, ifor iexample, ialmost iany iamount iof ialcohol iuse imay ibe ilegally iconsidered i'alcohol 

iabuse.' iHeavy ialcohol iabuse ican icause iphysical idamage iand ideath i(McKnight-Eily, iOkoro, 

iMejia, iDenny, iHiggins-Biddle, iHungerford i& iSniezek, i2017). 

Globally, ithe iliquor iabuse ican ipossibly iprompt ia ialcohol iuse idisorder i(AUD). iAn iAUD 

iis ia ichronic iillness iin ithe icerebrum ithat iis icharacterized iby ithe iimpulsive iutilization iof iliquor, ia 

ipowerlessness ito icontrol ithe iamount iyou idrink, iand inegative isentiments iwhen iyou iare inot 

idrinking i(Umhau, i2019). iSigns ithat imay idemonstrate ia iAUD iincorporate ithe iaccompanying: 

iNeglecting iindividual/family iobligations, iDeclining ischolarly ior iproficient iperformance, 

iDepression, iConflicts iwith ifriends iand ifamily, iPreoccupation iwith idrinking iand ilongings, 

iInability ito icontrol idrinking, iFailing iendeavors ito iquit idrinking, idesire ito idrink imore iliquor ito 

ifeel isense iof ibelongings, iGetting ialcoholic iwhen iit icould ibe iperilous, ifor iexample, ibefore 

idriving iand iGoing ithrough iwithdrawal iwhen inot idrinking i(McKnight-Eily iet ial., i2017). i 
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In ithe iUnited iStates ionly ius, i61.2% iof igrown-ups iare icurrent iconsumers iand iconcurring 

ithe iNational iEpidemiologic iSurvey iof iAlcohol iand iRelated iConditions i(NESARC), i8.5% iof 

iAmerican igrown-ups ihave ia ialcohol iuse idisorder. iThe irates iof iyouths iand iyouthful igrown-ups 

iwho ireport ihigh-chance idrinking ipractices iare iof iincreasing iconcern. iAmong iyouths i(matured 

i12–17 iyears), i21% iare icurrent iconsumers iand i10% ireport ioverwhelming ior ihitting ithe ibottle 

ihard, icharacterized ias iat ileast ifive ibeverages iin ia i2-hour itime ispan. iUndergrads iare ia ispecific 

ihigh-risk igroup, iwith igreater ithan i40% ireporting irecent ibinge idrinking. iA istandard idrink iin ithe 

iUS icontains i13.7 igrams i(0.6 iounces) iof ipure ialcohol iand igenerally iis iequivalent ito ia i12 iounce 

ibeer, i8 iounces iof imalt iliquor, i5 iounces iof iwine, ior i1.5 iounces iof i80-proof idistilled iliquor 

i(Shen, i2019). 

In isub-Saharan iAfrica, ievaluations iof icommunity iintervention istrategies ion ialcohol 

iabuse ioccur iinside iintricate icommunal ischemes i(Abdulmalik i& iGureje, i2018). iInhabitants iof 

icommunities iare effect ed iby ian iassortment iof inatural iand ioutward ipowers ithat iinfluence itheir 

idrinking ipractices. iThese iincorporate isegment iqualities ithat iseem iidentified iwith idrinking 

idesigns; iattributes iof ithe ineighborhood iretail ishowcase ithat iconveys iliquor; ithe iadministration 

iframeworks iof iretail ifoundations; iimplementation iframeworks iliable ifor ilaws iin iregards ito 

ideals, idissemination, iand iutilization iof iliquor; iand ithe imedia ithat ireport ion ithis imovement iand 

ican ibe iapproached ito ihelp ipreventive imediations. iAlong ithese ilines, iany iassessment iof 

ipreventive imediations ito idiminish iliquor irelated itrauma iin icommunity isettings iis itroublesome 

iand idependent iupon inumerous ilocal effect s i(Abdulmalik i& iGureje, i2018). i 

In iSouth iAfrica, icommunal isustenance ilinks isuch ias ipublic iworkforces iand ilaw 

ienforcement iagency iand/or ithe ipolice iservice ihave ithe iobligation ito imediate ito idecrease iliquor 

imisuse iand ithe idifficulties ilinked iin icorporation iwith ipublic iaffiliates i(Shields-Zeeman, 
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iPathare, iWalters, iKapadia-Kundu i& iJoag, i2017). iThe ikey irole iof iNetwork iData iManagement 

iProtocol i(NDMP) i(2013-2017) iis ito ienable iSouth iAfrica icope iwith idifficulties iassociated ito 

isubstance iabuse iwithin isocieties. iThis imeans imediation irequires ithe iadministrations iand ithe 

ientire icommunity. iThey ioffer itypes iof iassistance iin inetworks iwith ian iaim ito ibring ivarious 

iabilities, iinformation iand iexperience ito ibattle ithe iissue iof iliquor imisuse iand iare ialluded ito ias 

inetwork iencouraging igroups iof ipeople i(Shields-Zeeman iet ial., i2017). iNetwork iencouraging 

igroup iof ipeople ioffer ihelp ior iadministrations iinside ia ispecific icommunity ifor ihelping 

ioccupants ito imeet isocial-passionate irequirements, ijust ias ibroad igovernment iassistance 

i(Shields-Zeeman iet ial., i2017). 

Substance iabuse iis ia ipersistent ipredicament iin iKenya, itranscending iethnic, iterrestrial, 

isocio iand ieconomic ishapes i(Wato, iMaina i& iStephen, i2019). iOver ithe ipast itwo idecades, ithe 

iabuse iof idrugs iin iKenya ihas irapidly iincreased iand irisen ito ianomalous ilevel iand ino ipart iof ithe 

icountry iis isafe ifrom ithe iscourge i(Chemworsio, i2019). iDrug iand isubstance iabuse iis ilinked ito 

ithe irising icrime irate, ihuman iimmunodeficiency ivirus iand iacquired iimmunodeficiency 

isyndrome i(HIV/AIDS) iprevalence, ischool iunrest, ifamily idysfunction, ipoverty iand iother 

imalaise iin ithe icountry i(Mahugu, iAgak, iKabuka i& iEkitala, i2016). iDrug iabuse iaffects ithe 

igeneral ipopulation iwith ithe iyouth ibeing ithe imost iaffected. iStudies ihave ishown ithat ithe iage iof 

iindulgence ihas idropped ito ias ilow ias i4 iyears i(Mahugu iet ial., i2016). iReports ifrom iNACADA 

ishows ithe iregularly imisused idrugs iascend ifrom; ialcohol, itobacco, ibhang, imiraa i(khat), iand 

ivariety iof iinhalants i(Wato iet ial., i2019). 

 

1.2 Statement of the problem 

Alcohol imorbidities irelated icauses iare ion ia irise iin ithe icurrent isociety icompared ito ithe 

ilast ifew idecades i(Witkiewitz, i& iVowles, i2018). iMany iyouths iand ielderly ipeople iare ilosing 

itheir ilives ibecause iof ialcohol irelated iphenomena. iNations ihave itried ito iintervene ithe imatter iby 
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icoming iup iwith ivarious imeasures ithat ithey itrust ito ihelp icurb ithe imenace ibut istill ithe ideath 

itrajectory iis ihigh i(Witkiewitz, i& iVowles, i2018). iPre-survey ifor ithis istudy inoticed isimilar 

ichallenges iin iNandi iCounty iwhere iyoung iand ielderly iresidents ideeply iengage ithemselves iin 

imild iand iheavy idrinking ihabits. iThe iconsequences ihave ibeen idreadful, ifor iexample ia imedical 

ireport ifrom iKapsabet iCounty iReferral iHospital ihas ishown ithat i99% iof ithe ipatience ithat iwere 

ihospitalized iwith ialcohol irelated ichallenges idied iwhile iundergoing itreatment. iAnother 

icommon ichallenge ifacing ialcohol iand idrug iabuse ipatients iin iKapsabet iward iis ithe idefault ito 

itake imedicine ias iprescribed iespecially iTB ipatients iand ithose iunder ianti-retroviral idrugs, 

idomestic iand iother iforms iof iviolence iis ifrequently ireported. iDue ito ithe iprevailing ialcohol 

iabuse iin ithe icounty, ithe iNandi iCounty igovernment ienacted ithe iAlcoholic iDrinks iControl iAct 

iin i2014 i(NCDCA, i2014) ito iaid iin ithe icontrol iof ithe iproduction, isale, iand iuse iof ialcoholic 

idrinks. iDespite ithe icounty igovernments iefforts ito icontrol ialcohol iabuse, ihigh inumber iof 

icasualties ilinked ito ialcohol iabuse iare ireported. iThe icurrent istudy iseeks ito iinvestigate ithe 

iperformance iof ithe icommunity ibased iinterventions imethods ito icontrol ialcohol iabuse. 

1.3 General Objective 

The purpose iof ithe istudy iis ito iassess ithe ieffect iof icommunity iintervention imethods iin 

ireducing ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iward, iNandi iCounty. 

1.3.1 Specific objectives 

1. Investigate ithe ieffect iof icommunity-advocacy icampaigns iagainst ialcohol iabuse iand ideaths 

iin iKapsabet iWard. i 

2. Determine ithe ieffect iof ipeaceful idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol iabuse iand ideaths iin 

iKapsabet iWard. i 

3. Assess ithe ieffect iof ireligious ipractices ias ian iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin 

iKapsabet iWard. 

4. Assess ithe ieffect iof ifamily- ibased iinterventions iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iWard. 
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1.4 Hypotheses 

H01: iThere iis ino isignificant ieffect ibetween ithe icommunity-advocacy icampaigns iand ireduction 

iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard. 

H02: iThere iis ino istatistically isignificant ieffect ibetween ipeaceful idemonstrations iand ireduction 

iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard. 

H03: iThere iis ino isignificant ieffect ibetween ireligion ias ian iintervention iand ireduction iof ialcohol 

iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard. 

H04: iThere iis ino isignificant ieffect ibetween ifamily-based iand ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand 

ialcohol irelated ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard. 

1.5 Significance of the study 

The ifindings iof ithis istudy iwill ibe iof iimportance inot ionly ito ithe iselected ilocation ifor ithe 

istudy ibut ialso ito iother iwards iand ilocalities iin ithe icounty, ias iwell ias ithe ientire ination iencounter 

isimilar idifficulties. iThe idiscoveries iof ithe iinvestigation iwill ibe irecommended ito igive imethods 

iof ilimiting ithe effect s iof iliquor iaddiction iand iliquor imisuse. iSuggestions iof ithe iinvestigation iwill 

iadvise iCounty igovernment iand idonors iwho imay ihelp iin imoderation iprograms iand 

isubsequently imake iit iproductive iin igetting ipreparation ifor iand ioverseeing iliquor irelated 

ichallenges. iLikewise, ithis iinvestigation iwill iadd ivalue ito ia ipreviously iexisting icollection iof 

iinformation iand iaid ischolars iin ifurther iexamination. 

1.6 Justification of the study 

In igeneral, idrug iabusers iin iKenyans iare iover ithousands iand ithey iencounter ia ilot iof 

itroubles. iThe ichallenges iare inot ilimited ito iyoung idowning, ialcohol ienslavement, iover-the-

counter imedications iprescription, iand iillicit idrug iuse. iAlcohol iconsumption iis igaining 

irecognition, ias ia imajor irisk ifactor ifor inon-communicable idiseases, iinfectious idiseases iand 

iinjury, idisability iand imortality icaused iby iaccidents, iviolence iand icrime. 
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In i2014, ieight ipeople, iamong ithem ia ichief, ia iteacher iand ia ilab itechnician iwere 

iconfirmed idead iafter ithey iconsumed iadulterated ialcohol iin iKapsabet itown, iNandi iCounty 

i(KTN iNews iPublished ion i10 iJuly i2014 i00:00 iEA). iProjects, ifor iexample, imedia icrusades, 

iliquor iaddiction irecuperation iendeavors, iand ischool iinstructive iendeavors ihave ifor iquite isome 

itime ibeen iwell iknown ianticipation itechniques iin isociety, iwhile ilocal iendeavors ithat itry ito 

ichange ithe iwhole icommunity iframework iutilizing ipublic istrategy ihave ia imoderately iconcise 

ihistory. iNumerous ipeople igroup ibased iendeavors ihave iemphasized ieducation iand itraining ito 

imodify iindividual idrinkers’ ibehavior iwithout ichanging istructural ifeatures iof ithe icommunity. 

iThe ieffectiveness iof ithis ikind iof iapproach iis ishort-lived. i iCommunities ifocus ion ithe 

idevelopment iof icommunity-wide ienvironmental istrategies ito iaddress ialcohol iproblems. iThis 

ihas ibeen iundertaken iin iKapsabet iWard, iand ithis istudy ievaluates iits ieffectiveness iin ireducing 

ialcohol iabuse. 
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1.7 Conceptual Framework 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Independent variables     Dependent variable 

Figure 1: Conceptual framework of independent variables that can influence the outcome of 

alcohol abuse. 

Source i(Author, i2020) 

According ito ithe ifigure iabove, ithe icoordination iof iReligion, ifamily-based, iAnti-alcohol 
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iindependent ivariables, iReligion iinterventions, ifamily-based iinterventions, iAnti-alcohol 

icampaigns iinterventions iand icommunity iadvocacy iinterventions iare iexplained iin ithe iliterature 

ireview. 

Independent ivariables iare: 

1. Community-advocacy icampaigns idone ito icreate iawareness iin ithe iaffected icommunities. 

iThese iare iconducted iby ithe igovernment iorganizations isuch ias iNACADA iin icollaboration 

iwith icommunity igroups iand ireligious igroups. i 

2. Anti-alcohol iPeaceful iDemonstrations iorganized iby ithe icommunity idirected ito ithe 

iauthorities i(government) icondemning ialcohol iabuse iand iadvocating ifor ilaw ienforcement 

ito icontrol ithe imenace. 

3. Religious iinterventions iwhich iinvolves ithe ichurches, itemples iand imosques ias ithe 

ichampions ito ipromote imorality iand isanity iof ihumanity. iThey iconduct ireligious ibased 

icrusades iand iyouth icamps ito ipreach iagainst ielicit ialcoholism iand idrug iabuse. 

4. Family iinterventions iinvolve iparents, irelatives iand ifriends ithat itake icare iof ieach iother iby 

ireminding iand iteaching ieach iother ion ithe ieffects iof ialcohol iand isubstance iabuse. iParents 

ineed ito iact ias igood irole imodels ifor itheir ichildren. 

1.8 Scope of the study 

The imain iscope iof ithis istudy iwas ito idetermine ithe ieffects iof icommunity iintervention 

imethods iin ireducing ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iward, iNandi iCounty. iCollection iof idata iwas 

idone ibetween ithe imonths iof iJanuary ito iMarch iof i2020 iamong iCommunity ileaders, iReligious 

iLeaders, iSocio-Economic iGroup iLeaders iand iCommunity iMembers iconcerning ialcohol iabuse 

iintervention iprogrammes iin iKapsabet iward. iThe istudy iinvolved ithe iuse iof iself-administered 

iquestionnaires iand iin-depth iinterviews ito icollect iprimary idata ifor ithe istudy. 
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1.9 Definition of Terms 

Alcohol: iAlcohol iis ia ichemical icompound iproduced iby ifermentation iof isugars ioften ifrom 

igrains iusing iyeast i(Mosier i& iIleleji, i2019). 

Anti-alcohol icampaigns: iThis iis iwork iin ian iorganized iand iactive iway iopposing ithe iexcessive 

iconsumption iof ialcohol i(Razvodovsky, i2016). 

Community iadvocacy: iThe iact iof iengaging iall isectors iof ia icommunity iin ia icommunity-wide 

iprevention ieffort i(Pettifor iet ial., i2018). 

Community: iA ipopulation iwhich iis igeographically ifocused ibut iwhich ialso iexists ias ia idiscrete 

isocial ientity, iwith ia ilocal icollective iidentity iand icorporate ipurpose i(Manderson 

iand iP. iAaby, i1992) 

Drug iabuse: iThe iuse iof iillicit idrugs ior ithe iabuse iof iprescription ior iover-the-counter idrugs ifor 

ipurposes iother ithan ithose ifor iwhich ithey iare iindicated ior iin ia imanner ior iin 

iquantities iother ithan idirected i(Lovegrove iet ial., i2019). 

 

 

  

https://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/alcohol
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CHAPTER TWO 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Introduction 

In this chapter, the reviews of literature from various sources on interventions of 

alcohol abuse are presented. The main themes were on community based intervention 

methods. How successfully those methods have been applied in other communities and the 

effect they have had.  

2.2 Intervention Approaches 

Environmental-level iinterventions iseek ito ireduce iopportunities i(availability) ito 

iunderage idrinking, iincrease ipenalties ifor iviolating iminimum ilegal idrinking iage i(MLDA) iand 

iother ialcohol iuse ilaws, iand ireduce icommunity iifor ialcohol iuse iand imisuse iby iyouth i(Sutton, 

i2018). iIndividual-level iinterventions iseek ito ichange iknowledge, iexpectancies, iattitudes, 

iintentions, imotivation, iand iskills iso ithat iyouth iare ibetter iable ito iresist ithe ipro-drinking 

iinfluences iand iopportunities ithat isurround ithem i(Sutton, i2018). iThis isection idiscusses ifour 

itypes iof iindividual- iand ienvironmental-level iprograms: ischool-based iprograms, ifamily-based 

iprograms, imacro-environmental iprograms, iand imulticomponent iprograms. 

In iUSA, iresearchers iuse iscientific imethods, isuch ias irandomized icontrolled itrials, itime-

series ianalysis, iand icomputer isimulation, ito idetermine ithe ieffectiveness iof iprevention 

iinitiatives i(Leatherdale, i2019). iThe iresulting idata imay iboth iinform ipolicy iand iguide 

icommunity iand ieducational iprevention iefforts. iStatistics ishow ithat inot iall ialcohol iconsumers 

iconvert ito iaddiction istage inonetheless, ivulnerable igroups iexist i(Leatherdale, i2019). iThe effect s iof 

iliquor idiffer iamong iindividuals, iand ithere iare ifactors ithat ito ibe iconsidered iincluding iage, 

ifamily istatus, ifamily iancestry, iand ihow imuch iand ihow iregularly ione ibeverages. iIt iought ito ibe 

inoticed ithat iliquor iaddiction ivaries ifrom iindividuals i(Leatherdale, i2019). 
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2.3 Community advocacy interventions 

Community-based iadvocacy iinterventions ioffer iwide ipotential ifor ipopulace ito 

idecreases ilevel iof iliquor iabuse iamong iyouth iand igrown-ups i(Hoare, iThorisdóttir, 

iKristjansson, iSigfusdóttir, iHayward, iAllender, iand iJacka, i2019). iA itypical icomponent iof 

ifruitful icommunity iprocedures iis idependence ion inearby ialliances ito ichoose iand icompletely 

iexecute ipreventive iintercessions ithat ihave ibeen idemonstrated ito ibe isuccessful iin ichanging 

ivariables ithat effect idanger iof iyouth iparticipating iin iliquor iuse, iincluding iboth iproximal effect s iand 

iauxiliary iand iadditionally inatural ielements iidentified iwith iliquor iuse i(Hoare iet ial., i2019). 

iIncorporation iof ian iall iinclusive, ischool-based iavoidance ieducational iplan iin ithe ibigger 

icommunity ibased iexertion iis irelated iwith ithe idecrease iof iliquor iuse iby iyouth imore iyouthful 

ithan i18 iyears iold iand ican ihelp iarrive iat ienormous iquantities iof iyouth iwith isuccessful iliquor 

iabuse ianticipation i(Lin, iFlanagan, iVarga, iZaff iand iMargolius, i2019). i 

Assessments iof icommunity iprevention iprograms ioccur iinside icomplex icommunity 

iframeworks. iOccupants iof icommunity iare effect ed iby ian iassortment iof iinherent iand iextraneous 

ipowers ithat iinfluence itheir idrinking ipractices i(Lin iet ial., i2019). iThese iincorporate isegment 

iqualities ithat iseem iidentified iwith idrinking idesigns; iattributes iof ithe ineighborhood iretail 

ishowcase ithat idisseminates iliquor; ithe iadministration iframeworks iof iretail ifoundations; 

iauthorization iframeworks ianswerable ifor ilaws iin iregards ito ideals, idispersion, iand iutilization iof 

iliquor; iand ithe imedia ithat ireport ion ievery ione iof ithese iexercises iand ican ibe iapproached ito ihelp 

ipreventive imediations i(Eckermann, iand iMcCaffrey, i2017). iHence, iany iassessment iof 

ipreventive iintercessions ito idiminish iliquor irelated iinjury iin inetwork isettings iis itroublesome 

iand idependent iupon inumerous ineighborhood effect s. i 

A icommunity ihas ionly ilimited ienergy iand iresources ito idirect itowards ithe iproblem iof 

idrug iabuse. iIn iorder ito iharness ithis ienergy iand iattract iresources, ithe iCommunity iAcceptance 

iTesting i(CAT) imust ibe ipersuasive iand ienthusiastic. iSmall isuccesses ican igenerate ia igreat ideal 
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iof ienthusiasm. iMembers iof ia icommunity iaction iteam ishould ilook itowards itheir iown iuse iof 

idrugs ibefore ithey itry ito iinfluence ithe icommunity. iChanging iyour ilife-style ior ithat iof ithe 

icommunity iis ia idifficult ibut irewarding itask i(Akuru, iOnukwube, iOkoro, i& iObe, i2017). 

Existing icommunity ibased ibased iliquor imisuse iprevention imeasures iare icustom ifitted 

ito ilocal iconditions, iwhich imakes iit ihard ito idistinguish ithe iparticular isegments ithat icharacterize 

ithis isort iof iapproach i(Crowley iand iJones, i2017). iIn iany icase, icommunity iactivation iendeavors 

ishare ipractically ispeaking ithe iobjective iof idecreasing iliquor iabuse iby ichanging ithe ibigger 

icondition, iutilizing iapproaches ithat iare iclaimed iand iworked iby ithe ilocal icommunities i(Akuru 

iet ial., i2017). iMost iprojects idepend ion ialliances iof inetwork ipartners ito icooperatively iplan iand 

iarrange icounteraction iexercises. iNow iand iagain, ialliances icenter iaround iactualizing, iin ian 

iorganized idesign, idifferent, idiscrete iavoidance iprojects iand ipractices ithat ilook ito idiminish 

iraised ihazard ifactors iand iimprove idiscouraged idefensive/promotive icomponents iidentified 

iwith iliquor i(Akuru iet ial., i2017). iDifferent iendeavors iexplicitly icenter iaround ichanging inature 

iby imeans iof ichanges iin inearby istatutes, istandards, iand istrategies iidentified iwith iliquor i(Akuru 

iet ial., i2017). iThese ilast iendeavors ifocus ion ian iincreasingly iset inumber iof ihazard ifactors, 

iespecially inetwork istandards iand ilaws iidentified iwith iliquor iuse, ithe iaccessibility iof iliquor, 

iand iindividual imentalities igreat ifor iliquor iuse. iSome ipeople igroup iput itogether iendeavors 

idepend iwith irespect ito ia iblend iof ithese isystems i(Gomez, i& iFliss, i2019). 

A istudy iby iChilenski, iPerkins, iOlson, iHoffman, iFeinberg, iGreenberg, iand iSpoth, 

i(2016) iestablished ithat ithe ipotential iadvantage iof icommunity-based istrategies iis itheir ireliance 

ion imembers iof ithe ilocal icommunity ito iplan, iimplement, iand imonitor iprevention iactivities, 

iusually ivia icoalitions imade iup iof istakeholders ifrom idiverse iorganizations iand ibackgrounds. 

iBy iactively iinvolving ithe icommunity iin ithe iprevention ieffort, ithese iapproaches imay ienhance 

icommunity ibuy-in ifor iprevention iactivities iand imay ihelp ito iensure ithat iservices iare ia igood ifit 

iwith ilocal ineeds, iresources, iand inorms. iThe ilevels iof irisk iand iprotective/promotive ifactors 
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ivary iacross icommunities, iand imeasures imost ineeded iin ione icommunity ito ireduce iyouth 

ialcohol iuse imay inot ibe ineeded iin ianother icommunity i(Chilenski iet ial., i2016). iHence, 

iprevention imeasures ithat idepend ion ievaluating ilocal ineeds i(i.e., ihazard iand 

idefensive/promotive ielements ilooked iby ithose iin ithe isociety) iand iactualizing ianticipation 

iprocedures ithat iare imost iappropriate ito iaddress ithese inecessities imight ibe imore ipowerful ithan 

iexecuting ia isolitary icounteraction iprogram iacross inumerous inetworks. iCommunity iactivation 

ilikewise imay itake iinto iconsideration icompelling ipooling iof idata iand iassets iacross 

iorganizations iand ipeople, ilimiting iduplication iof iadministrations, iand ipossibly ioffering imore 

ifinancially isavvy ibenefits ithat ican ibe iexecuted ibetter iand iare ibound ito ibe isupported i(Chilenski 

iet ial., i2016). 

Communities ihave itheir iown imethods iof isolving iproblems iand imaking idecisions iabout 

iissues iof icommon iconcern ito itheir imembers. iIn isome irural isocieties, ithis icould iinvolve ia 

idiscussion iof ithe iproblem iby ian iinformal igroup, ior ia icommittee, iunder ithe ileadership iof ian 

ielected ior itraditional ileader. iThe idecision imight ithen ibe ibinding ifor ithe irest iof ithe icommunity 

i(Vangrieken, iMeredith, iPacker, i& iKyndt, i2017). iIn iurban isocieties, iproblems imight ibe 

idiscussed iby ian ielected icommunity iwelfare igroup i(e.g., ithe iresidents' iwelfare iassociation) ior ia 

irecognized iformal iassociation i(e.g., ithe iemployees' iunion). iThe icommunity iaction iteam ishould 

iattempt ito inegotiate iwith ithese ikey idecision-making igroups iin iorder ito iget ithe iissue iof 

isubstance iabuse ion ito itheir iagendas iand ito iobtain ian iappropriate iresponse. iThis ican ionly ibe 

iachieved iif ithe iappropriate igroups iare iapproached iin ian iacceptable iway i(Vangrieken iet ial., 

i2017). 

Chilenski iet ial., i(2016) iexplained ithat imost icommunities ihave ia ilocal inewspaper ior 

inews isheet. iMany ihave imore ithan ione, ias iwell ias iother iforms iof icommunication i(e.g., iradio, 

iTV). iA ivery iimportant icomponent iof ithe iCAT's iwork iis ito iraise ithe icommunity's ilevel iof 
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iawareness iabout idrug iand ialcohol iproblems iand iprogrammes. iThis iwill iinvolve ipatiently 

ideveloping ia istrong irelationship iwith ikey iindividuals iwith iaccess ito icommunication ichannels. 

According ito iSavic iet ial., i(2016), inative ipeople iare iobliged ito ichange itheir ialcohol 

iconsumption iset-up ias ithe imethodology ito ireducing ialcohol-involved iproblems. iThe ichanges 

iin ithe ienvironment ieffect ichanges iin idrinking ibehavior. iThere iare inumerous iexamples iof iprior 

iuse iof icommunity iaction ito idevelop ilocal ipolicy ias ia imeans ito ireduce ialcohol iproblems i(Savic 

iet ial., i2016). iCommunity iadvocacy iis ithe imovement iof icommunity imembers ifrom idormancy 

iin ipreexisting igroups ior ipotential iin iyet-to-be iformed igroups itoward iaction. iIt itypically ibegins 

iwith ia imeeting iof ieveryone iwho ihas ia istake iin ithe ichange iprocess isuch ias ifamilies, ischools, 

iemployers, igovernment, ieducation iproviders, ihealth iand ifamily isupport iservices, ilibraries, 

ireligious, icivic iand ibusiness igroups i(Savic iet ial., i2016). iThe iadvocacy iprocess ican istart iwith ia 

iformal igroup imeeting ior ia isimple igathering iwith ia igroup iof ipeople iinterested iin ia icommon 

icause. iCommunity-based iapproaches ithat iengage icommunity imembers iin itackling iimportant 

icommunity iissues iare ibecoming iincreasingly iimportant iin idisease iprevention iand ihealth 

ipromotion iinitiatives i(Savic iet ial., i2016). i 

According ito iSumnall i(2019), ia iprogram, iThe iMassachusetts iSaving iLives iProgram, 

iaimed iat icurbing idrunk idriving iand ispeeding ithrough iactivities isuch ias idrunk-driving 

icheckpoints, ispeed iwatch itelephone ihotlines, ipolice itraining, ialcohol-free ipromotion inights, 

ibeer-keg iregistration, ibusiness iinformation icampaigns, imedia icampaigns, iand iincreased 

isurveillance iof iattempts iby iminors ito ibuy ialcohol. iThe iprogram ialso ipaid ia igreat ideal iof 

iattention ito imedia iadvocacy, iseeking ito icreate iand ishape inews istories iin iways ito isupport ithe 

iprevention iefforts. iAfter ithe iimplementation iof ithe iprogram, iself-reported idriving iafter 

idrinking iamong ithose iunder iage i20 idropped ifrom i19 ipercent ito i9 ipercent, ithe iprevalence iof 

ispeeding iwas icut iby i50 ipercent, iand ialcohol-related itraffic ideaths iwere ireduced i45 ipercent 

imore iin ithe itreatment icities icompared iwith ithe irest iof ithe iState iover ithe iproject’s i5 iyear iperiod. 
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According ito iStockings, iBartlem, iHall, iHodder, iGilligan, iWiggers iand iWolfenden, 

i(2018), ithe iCommunities iMobilizing ifor iChange ion iAlcohol i(CMCA) iproject iwas idesigned ito 

ireduce ithe iflow iof ialcohol ito iyouth iunder iage i21 iyears. iThe iproject iidentified ifive icore 

icomponents: i(1) iinfluences ion icommunity ipolicies iand ipractices, i(2) icommunity ipolicies, i(3) 

youth ialcohol iaccess, i(4) iyouth ialcohol iconsumption, iand isubsequently i(5) iyouth ialcohol 

problems. iAlthough ithe iproject iwas iclearly icommunity-wide iin iterms iof ithe icommunity 

institutions iinvolved, ithe iproject iwas ifocused ion ione iparticular itarget igroup, ithe iyouth. 

 i Fifteen icommunities i(defined iby ischool idistricts iwith iat ileast i200 istudents iin ithe ininth 

grade, istudents iwere idrawn ifrom imore ithan ithree imunicipalities) iin iMinnesota iand iwestern 

iWisconsin iwere irecruited ibefore irandomization iwas iused ito idetermine iwhich 

would ibe ithe iintervention icommunities iand ithe icomparison igroup. iPairs iof icommunities i 

(along iwith ione igroup iof ithree, idue ito ibeing ian iodd inumber iof icommunities) iwere 

chosen iand imatched ion itheir isize, istate, iproximity ito ia icollege ior iuniversity, iand ibaseline 

data ifrom ian ialcohol ipurchase isurvey. iOne imember icommunity iof ieach ipair iwas ithen 

selected ito ibe ithe iintervention isite iwhen ithe itime icame ito ibegin ithe icommunity iorganizing. iIn 

ithe iend, ithere iwere iseven iintervention iand ieight icomparison isites iranging iin isize 

from iapproximately i8,000 ito i65,000 iresidents, iwith ian iaverage iof iabout i20,000 i(Stockings iet 

ial., i2018). 

Giesbrecht i(1992) idescribed ithe iresults iof ia isix-community ieffort iin iManotoba iCanada 

i(“Saving iLives”) ito ireduce ialcohol-involved idriving icrashes iand ideaths. iThe 

community iinterventions iproduced ia i25% ireduction iin ifatal icrashes, iand ifatal icrashes 

involving ialcohol idecreased i42%, icomparing i5 iyears ibefore iand ithe i5 iyears iof ithe iprogram. iA 

isix-county icommunity iproject iin inortheast iManitoba iwas idesigned ito iprevent ior ireduce 

ialcohol iuse iamong iyoung iadolescents iusing ia imultilevel, icommunity-wide iapproach. iAt ithe 
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iend iof i3 iyears, istudents iin ithe iintervention ischool idistricts ireported iless iinitiation iof idrinking 

iand iprevalence iof ialcohol iuse ithan istudents ifrom ireference idistricts, iwho iserved ias icontrols. 

A iNew iZealand iproject iinitiated iin ithe imid-1980s iemphasized iboth imass 

media iand icommunity iorganization iin isupport iof ialcohol ipolicy ichanges. iA icommunity 

iprevention itrial iimplemented iin iWoonsocket, iRhode iIsland iwas ibased ion ithe i“Community 

iGatekeeper iModel” i(Stout, i1992). iThe iCommunity iTrials iProject i(Holder iet ial., i1997) iwas ia 

ifive-component icommunity itrial iconducted iin ithree iexperimental icommunities imatched ito 

ithree icomparison isites. iThe iobjective iof ithe iproject iwas ito idetermine, ithrough ian iefficacy itrial, 

iwhether ia icomprehensive iseries iof iinterventions icould iproduce ia istatistically isignificant 

ireduction iin ialcohol-involved iinjuries iand ideath. iThe ioutcome iwas ioverwhelming. iThere iwas 

ia isignificant ireduction iin ialcohol isales iand iconsumption i(Taylor, i2019). i 

As idepicted ifrom ithe iliterature, ithe icommunity iis ian iappropriate isetting ifor ipreventing 

idrug iand ialcohol iproblems. iBesides ibeing iwhere ithe iproblems iare iexperienced, iit ialso 

iproduces iparticular iproblems, ibecause iof ithe iway icommunity ilife iis iorganized. iFor iexample, 

icuring ior iremoving ithe iindividual iwith ia idrug iproblem iwill inot inecessarily ireduce idrug-related 

iharm, ibecause ithe icommunity idynamics ithat icaused ithose iproblems iremain iunchanged 

i(Stockings iet ial., i2018). 

There imust ibe irecognition iof ithe icentral irole iof ithe icommunity iin idrug iand ialcohol 

iprogrammes iamong iyoung ipeople. iHealthy icommunities iare imade iup iof iindividuals iand 

ifamilies iof idifferent iethnic iand icultural igroups ithat iinteract iwith ieach iother ito iidentify itheir 

ineeds iand istrengths iand ito icreate iaccess ito iappropriate iservices iand isupport istructures irelevant 

ito itheir ineeds. iThat ihelps ito ibuild iresiliency iby ireducing istereotyping iand ihighlights ireal iissues 

iconfronting ithe icommunity. iAt ithe isame itime, iit isends ia ipositive imessage ito isociety iand 

iconcerned igovernment iagencies. i 
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There ineeds ito ibe ian iawareness iof ithe ivalue isystems ithat ioperate iwithin ithe ilocal 

icommunity. iThey imay ioperate ibetween imen iand iwomen, ielders iand iyoung ipeople. iElders iand 

icustodians iof ithe iland ihold ispecial imeaning iin iindigenous icultures iand itherefore ideserve 

iparticular iacknowledgement iand irespect i(Derges, iKidger, iFox, iCampbell, iKaner i& iHickman, 

i2017). iMainstream iservices ishould ibe iencouraged ito iestablish ilinks iwith icommunity ileaders 

iand ito ihave ia iresponsibility ito ibetter iunderstand iand ireflect ithe ilink ibetween iculture iand ihealth 

iand iwell-being iin itheir iwork. 

Among ilocal ipeople imany iof ithe iinterventions iaimed iat iaddressing idrug-related 

iproblems iare icommunity-based. iSuch iintervention iprogrammes igenerally ifall iinto ifour ibroad 

icategories: iAcute iinterventions, isuch ias inight ipatrols ior isobering-up ishelters; iTreatment 

ifacilities, isuch ias imedical iservices iand iboth iresidential iand inon-residential itreatment icentres; 

iSupport iservices, isuch ias iaccommodation iand icrisis icare; iPrevention iprogrammes, isuch ias 

ipersonal iinjury iprevention, ihealth ipromotion, ialternatives ito iuse iand icultural iinitiatives 

i(Derges iet ial., i2017). 

In iaddition ito ischool iand ifamily iprograms iis imass imedia. iMass imedia iis iimportant iin 

iincreasing iawareness iand iknowledge iof iprevention iskills ibut iless iextent imotivates ibehavior 

ichange. iHowever, iany imass imedia iprevention iprograms iwork iwell iwhen icomplemented iwith 

iother iprevention iprograms. iNext ichannel iis igrass iroot icommunity iprograms ithat iinvolve 

icommunity iagencies, ibusinessmen iand icommunity ileaders i(Sudhinaraset, iWigglesworth i& 

iTakeuchi, i2016). 

Community-based iinterventions iprovide imental ihealth iservices iwithin ithe inormal 

ienvironment iof ian iindividual ior ipopulation i(Das, iSalam, iLassi, iKhan, iMahmood, iPatel, i& 

iBhutta, i2016). iService isites imay iinclude ithe ihome, ischool, ior iother ineighborhood isettings iand 

iincrease iaccess ito icare ifor iunder-served ipopulations, iparticularly ifor iindividuals iwho ido inot 
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ihave ithe iresources ito itravel ito ispecialty iclinics iand itherapy icentres i(Das iet ial., i2016). 

iCommunity iinterventions imay itarget ispecific iindividuals iwho ihave ialready ibegun ito idisplay 

ihigh irisk iof ialcohol iabuse ior ithey imay itarget iselect igroups iwho imay ibe iat igreater irisk ifor 

iengaging iin ithese ibehaviors. iIn imany icommunity iinterventions, ia isocial isupport icomponent 

ifor iadolescents iand itheir iparents iis iimportant iand imay idecrease ithe ilikelihood iof irelapse i(Das 

iet ial., i2016). 

2.3.1 Preventing iAlcohol iabuse iand iSuicide iamong ithe iYup’iks 

The ipeople iresilient iawakening iproject iwas ideveloped iby icommunity ipsychologists 

iGerald iMohatt, iJames iAllen iand itheir icolleagues i(2019) ithrough ithe iCenter ifor iAlaska iNative 

iResearch iat ithe iUniversity iof iAlaska. iThe iproject igrew iout iof idiscontent iamong iYup’iks iabout 

ithe iproblems iof iAlcoholism iand isuicide iin itheir icommunities, iwho iperceived ian ioveremphasis 

ion icommunity ideficits iwithin iconventional iintervention iapproaches ito ithe ineglect iof iimportant 

icultural istrengths. iMore ispecifically, itwo iyup’ik icommunities iimplemented ithe iElluam 

iTungiinu i(Towards iWellness) iintervention istrategy ito ibolster ilocal iprotection iand iintervention 

ito ialcohol iabuse. iVarious iactivities iwere idesigned ito isupport iintervention imeasures iat ithe 

ilevels iof iindividuals, ifamily, iand icommunity. iThese iincluded iself-efficacy, icommunal-

mastery, iestablishing iparenting iskills isupport igroups, iand iconducting ianti-drug icampaign 

iwalks ifor ithe ientire icommunity. iThese icommunity iinitiatives ireduce ialcoholism iby i26% 

i(Gone, i2017). 

2.3.2 Espoir Goutte d’Or (France) 

In iFrance, ithe istrict ilegislation isurrounding iservices itargeting iblack iand iminority iethnic 

icommunities iappears ito ihave ibeen iovercome iby iEspoir iGoutte id’Or i(EGO). iThis idrug iservice 

iis ibased iin ithe iGoutte id’Or idistrict iof iParis, ia iwell-known idrug iusing iand i-dealing iarea iand 

ialso ihome ito ia ilarge ipopulation iof iimmigrants ifrom ithe iMaghreb, iblack iAfricans iand ipeople 

ifrom ithe iFrench ioverseas idepartments iand iterritories. iThus, ithe imajority iof iEGO iclients iare 
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ifrom ithose icommunities. iThe iproject ioperates iby iinvolving iall imembers iof ithe icommunity iin 

iall iits iactivities iand iit iis ia ifocal ipoint iand imutual iaid inetwork idealing iwith idrug iabuse iand 

iHIV/AIDS. iEGO ioffers ia irange iof isocial iand ihealth iservices, iincluding ia ineedle iexchange, iand 

itraining iin icommunity iwork, iAIDS iand ihepatitis iprevention iand ithe ireduction iof idrug-related 

iharm i(Schifano, iChiappini, iCorkery, i& iGuirguis, i2019). 

2.3.3 Southall Community Drugs Education Project 

The iSouthall iCommunity iDrugs iEducation iProject iis ian ion-going iproject ibased iin ian iarea iof 

iLondon ithat ihas ia ilarge iSouth-Asian ipopulation, iand iis ialso ihome ito iother iblack iand iminority 

iethnic icommunities. iThe ineed ifor isuch ia iproject ibecame iapparent ifollowing inational iand ilocal 

iresearch iinto idrug iprevention iissues ithat ihighlighted ithe iinaccessibility iof idrug iprevention 

iinformation, iin iparticular ito iparents iin iSouth-Asian icommunities. iThe iSouthall iCommunity 

iDrugs iEducation iProject ibegan iwith ithe ifollowing ithree imain ithemes: ito iaccess iblack iand 

iminority iethnic icommunities iin ia isensitive imanner; ito iengage iyoung ipeople; iand ito iraise 

iawareness iwithin ia iwide irange iof ivoluntary, icommunity iand ireligious iorganizations, ias iwell ias 

iamong ifamilies i(Rasmus, iCharles, iJohn i& iAllen, i2019). 

The iaims iof ithe iproject iwere iachieved ithrough ihigh-profile iefforts ito iraise ipublic 

iawareness iabout ithe iproject; ithe iaction iof ia ipanel ifor iyoung ipersons; ithe iwork iof ivolunteers 

iwho iwere itrained ito ideliver idrugs-awareness ieducation ito ifamilies; iand iwork iwith 

iprofessionals, ibusiness ileaders, ivoluntary iorganizations iand ireligious igroups. iSuch ian 

iapproach iprovided ithe icommunity iwith iownership iof ithe iproject, iensured ithat ithe ivoice iof 

iyoung ipeople iwas iheard iand ilaid ithe ifoundations ifor ifuture isustainability ithrough ia ilocal 

imanagement igroup. iThus, ithe iwhole icommunity iwas iinvolved iin iboth ia ineeds iassessment iand 

ithe iresponse ito ithose ineeds. iDrugs ieducation iand iawareness iwere idelivered iat ithe isame itime ias 

ineeds iwere ibeing idiscovered iand istigmatization iwas iavoided i(European iMonitoring iCentre ifor 
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iDrugs iand iAddiction, i“Workgroup ireview iof iqualitative iresearch ion inew idrug itrends” 

i(Schifano iet ial,. i2019). 

2.4 Peaceful demonstrations against alcohol abuse and deaths 

According ito ia istudy iby iMuturi i(2016), icommunity iprevention iefforts iused iby 

iMaendeleo iya iWanawake iand iother iorganizations iinclude idemonstration iagainst iexcessive 

ialcohol iuse, istrict ienforcement iof ialcohol irelated ilaws, iorganizing iinformation idissemination 

ibarazas, iencouraging iprosecution iof ioffenders iof ialcohol irelated ilaws, iand isupporting 

itreatment iof ialcoholics. iOther iprevention imethods inot iused ibut irecommended iby ithe 

iparticipants iincluded ialternative ialcohol ifree ientertainment, ieconomic iempowerment iof iyouth 

iand iillicit ialcohol ibrewers iand isellers. iThese icommunity iprevention iefforts ihave ireduced ithe 

iproduction, isale iand iconsumption iof iillicit ialcohol, ireduced ischool idrop iouts, iand ireduced 

ialcohol irelated iillnesses, iincreased iperformance iin inational iexaminations iamong iother ieffects. i 

The icommunity iwas ion ithe ipreparation istage i(stage ifive) iof ireadiness iwhich iindicated 

ithat icommunity imembers ihad igeneral iinformation iabout ithe ialcohol iabuse, ipros iand icons iof 

iprevention iactivities, ipolicies iand iactions ibut iit iwas inot ibased ion iformally icollected 

iinformation. iIt iwas ialso inoted ithat ithe icommunity ileadership ioffers imodest isupport iof ithe 

iprevention iefforts. iThe imajor ichallenge iwas ithat ithe iefforts iwere isporadic iand ithere iwas ineed 

ifor ilong iterm isustainability istrategies i(evidence ibased iintervention, icommunity iinvolvement, 

ifidelity iin iimplementation, ifunding iand imonitoring) isuch ithat ithis icommunity icould imove ito 

ithe inext iadvanced istages iof ireadiness ito iimplement ifeasible iand ieffective iprevention imeasures 

i(Muturi, i2016). 

Effective iprevention ihinges ion ithe iextent ito iwhich ischools, iparents, ilaw ienforcement, 

ihealthcare iproviders, ithe ifaith icommunity, iand iother icommunity igroups iwork 

icomprehensively iand icollaboratively ithrough icommunity-wide iefforts ito iimplement ia ifull 
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iarray iof ieducation, iprevention iand ienforcement istrategies i(Rasmus iet ial., i2019). iSeveral 

iprimary iprevention iprograms ihave ibeen iimplemented iusing ithe ifollowing ichannels iof 

idelivery: ischools, icommunity, ifamily iand imass imedia i(Cost, i2017). iThe imost icommon ikind iof 

iprevention iprogram iis ischool ibased iin iwhich iprevention iis idelivered iby iteachers ior iteacher 

icounselors. iSchool ibased iprogram idraw ion itheories iof isocial iinfluence iand iteach ipeer ipressure 

iresistance iand isocial icompetence iskills. iMany ischool ibased idrug iprevention iprograms ihave 

iborne ilittle isuccess ibecause ithey ifocused ion iincreasing iknowledge ior ichanging iattitudes irather 

ithan ichanging ibehavior i(Koca-Atabey, i2016). 

Stallwitz i(2016) idiscussed ithat ithe imethods ineeded ito imotivate ia icommunity ito iact 

idepend ion ithe iparticular icommunity’s istage iof ireadiness. iAt ilower istages iof ireadiness, 

iindividual iand ismall igroup imeetings imay ibe ineeded ito iattract isupport ifrom ithose iwith igreat 

iinfluence iin ithe icommunity. iAt ihigher ilevels iof ireadiness, iit imay ibe ipossible ito iestablish ia 

icommunity iboard ior icoalition iof ikey ileaders ifrom ipublic iand iprivate-sector iorganizations. 

iThis ican iprovide ithe iimpetus ifor iaction. iCommunity icoalitions ican iand ido ihold icommunity-

wide imeetings, idevelop ipublic ieducation icampaigns, ipresent idata ithat isupport ithe ineed ifor 

iresearch-based iprevention iprogramming, iand iattract isponsors ifor icomprehensive idrug iabuse 

iprevention istrategies. 

Research ihas ishown ithat iprevention iprograms ican iuse ithe imedia ito iraise ipublic 

iawareness iof ithe iseriousness iof ia icommunity’s idrug iproblem iand iprevent idrug iabuse iamong 

ispecific ipopulations i(Moore, iGilder, iGrube, iLee, iGeisler, iFriese, i& iEhlers, i2018). iUsing ilocal 

idata iand ispeakers ifrom ithe icommunity idemonstrates ithat ithe idrug iproblem iis ireal iand ithat 

iaction iis ineeded i(Moore iet ial., i2018). iMass imedia ihas ibeen iused iboth iby ithe ialcohol iindustry 

ito ipromote iits iproducts iand iby igovernments ito icontrol ithe iharm ifrom ialcohol iuse. iWhile imass 

imedia iis ia ipopular imeans ifor iattempting ito icontrol ithe iharm ifrom ialcohol iuse, ievidence 
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isuggests ithat icomplementary iand ireciprocal icommunity iactions ipursued iin iconjunction iare 

imore ieffective ithan imedia icampaigns ialone i(Moore iet ial., i2018). 

2.4.1 Anti- Alcohol Abuse Campaigns 

In iSouth iAfrica, iAfrican iNational icongress iYouth iLeague i(ANC iYL) iwas istructured iat 

ibranch, izonal, iregional, iprovincial iand inational ilevels ito iengage iin ia icampaign ito iensure ithat 

ialcohol iand idrugs iabuse iare icompletely istopped, iwith ia itargeted ifocus ion iyoung ipeople i(Lee, 

i2018). iThe icampaign iwas iaimed iat ibut inot ilimited ito, iraising icommunity iawareness ion ithe 

idestruction ialcohol ihas iin iour icommunities iand isociety iat ilarge, idiscouraging iirresponsible 

iconsumption iof ialcohol iby iall ipeople iin isociety iand iparticularly iyouth, iensuring ithat ithere iis 

ilegislative iinterventions ion ithe idays iand itimeframe iwithin iwhich ialcohol ioutlets ican isell 

ialcohol, iensuring ithat ithere iis ia ilegislative iintervention ion ithe inumber iof iyear iyoung ipeople 

iare ieligible ito ibuy ialcohol, iwith ia ifocus iof iincreasing ithe inumber iof iyears ifrom i18 ito i21 i(Lee, 

i2018). 

In iUSA, iThe iU.S. igovernment ihas iworked iwith ithe iWhite iHouse iOffice iof iNational 

iDrug iControl iPolicy's iNational iYouth iAnti-Drug iMedia iCampaign ito iput iforward ia inew ifocus 

ion ireduced ialcohol iconsumption. iAnti-alcohol icampaigns imostly itarget idrinking iand idriving 

i(James, i& iJordan, i2018). iHowever, ialthough iefforts iare ibeing imade ito idecrease idrug iuse iand 

ialcohol iuse, ithey iare inot ialways ieffective i(National iDrug iControl, i2016). i 

In iIndia ian iincreasing inumber iof igrassroots imovements iare ipressuring ilocal istate 

igovernments i– iwhich iearn ivast isums ifrom ithe isale iof ialcohol i– ito iimpose irestrictions ior ibans. 

iThis iis iin iresponse ito imedical iofficial iexperts isaying ithat ialcoholism iis ia iserious iproblem iin 

iTamil iNadu, iwith ia igrowing ipublic ihealth effect i(Burridge, iHeller, iHuemer, iKing, iLakhdar, 

iLeuenberger, i& iMorocco, i2019). i 
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2.5 Religious intervention 

According ito iLi, iStampfer, iWilliams iand iVanderWeele i(2016), ithe irole iof ireligion iin 

isubstance iabuse iprevention iand irecovery, iit iis iimpossible inot ito ireflect ion ia iprovocative 

icorrelation: iAmericans iare isimultaneously iidentifying iwith ireligion iless iand isuffering ifrom 

isubstance iabuse imore. iOver ithe ipast idecade, ithe iproportion iof ithe iUS ipopulation ithat iis 

iunaffiliated iwith iany ireligious igroup ihas irisen isharply ifrom i13.7% iin i1998 ito i24% iin i2016, 

iwith ithe iPew iResearch iCenter i(2018) iestimating ithat i29% iof iAmerican iadults iin i2017 iwere 

inon-religious. iThe igrowth iof ithe ireligiously iunaffiliated ipopulation iis ioccurring iacross 

imultiple idemographic igroups; ihowever, iit iis imore iconcentrated iamong imillennials, i35% iof 

iwhom iidentify ithemselves ias ireligiously iunaffiliated i(Pew iResearch iCenter i2015). iThis iis 

iparticularly iworrying ibecause iabout ione iout iof ievery isix iAmerican iyoung iadults ibattled ia 

isubstance iuse idisorder iin i2014, iwhich irepresents ithe ihighest ipercentage iout iof iany iage-group 

i(Thomas i2018). iOver ithe isame itime iperiod, idrug ioverdose ideaths irose ifrom i6 iper i100,000 iin 

i1999 ito i20 ideaths iper i100,000 iin i2016, iand ithe iNational iInstitute ion iDrug iAbuse i(2018) 

ireported ian iestimated i72,306 ioverdose ideaths iin ithe iUSA iin i2017, iwhich iis i22 ideaths iper 

i100,000. 

Religion iand ireligious iparticipation ican iaddress ithe imany iissues ithat ilead ipeople ito 

ialcohol iand/or idrug idependency ithat imedical iinterventions ialone ican ifail ito iaddress. iThe 

ievidence iwe ihave ireviewed iand ipresented iabove ishows ithat ireligious ibelief, ipractices, iand 

ibelonging ias iwell ias ispiritual iprograms iinspired iby ifaith iin ia iHigher iBeing isignificantly 

icontribute ito ithe iprevention iof iand irecovery ifrom isubstance iabuse. iThe istudy iby iRansome, 

iHaeny, iMcDowell iand iJordan, i(2019) ifinds ithat i73% iof isubstance iabuse irecovery iprograms iin 

ithe iUSA iinclude ia ispirituality-based ielement, ias iembodied iin ithe i12-step iprograms iand 

ifellowships, ithe imajority iof iwhich iemphasize ireliance ion iGod ior ia iHigher iPower ito istay isober. 

iAddicts iwith ia ifaith ior ispirituality iheal ifaster i(Ransome iet ial., i2019). 
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Individuals iwho ibelong ito ireligious icommunities iperceive igreater isocial isupport. iThe 

iperceived isocial isupport iprovided iby ireligious iinvolvement ihas ithe ipotential ito iact ias ia 

iprotective imechanism ior ibuffer iagainst inegative ihealth ioutcomes iduring istressful ievents. 

iAlthough iboth ireligiosity iand ispirituality ican iinclude ireligion iaccording ito ithe iliterature 

i(Thompson, i2017), ithere iare iconceptual iand ioperational idistinctions ibetween ithe itwo. 

iReligiosity ioften irefers ito iboth ireligious ibehaviours iand ireligious iattitudes iand iencompasses 

ian iorganized isystem iof ibeliefs, ipractices, irituals iand isymbols idesigned ito ifacilitate icloseness 

ito ia ihigher ipower, ior iultimate itruth iand ifoster ione’s isense iof iconnection iand iresponsibility ito 

iothers iin ithe ifaith icommunity i(Thompson, i2017). iBoth ipublic iand iprivate ielements iof 

ireligiousness ihave ibeen ifound ito ibe iinversely irelated ito ialcohol iuse i(Thompson, i2017). i 

Religiosity iserves ito iprotect ifrom idrug iconsumption ithose ipeople iwho iregularly iattend 

ichurch, iwho iabide iby ithe iteachings iof itheir ideclared ireligion, ibelieve iin ithe iimportance iof 

ireligion iin itheir ilives, ior iwho ihave ireceived iformal ireligious ieducation ias ichildren. iThompson 

i(2017) ifound ithat iattendance iat irituals iand imasses icontributed ito ia ireduction iin ithe 

iconsumption iof idrugs isuch ias icocaine, ieven iwhen ithere iwas inot inecessarily iany ikind iof iformal 

itreatment ioffered iin ithese iplaces i(Steers iChen, iNeisler, iObasi, iMcNeill, i& iReitzel, i2019). i 

Some istudies ihave ireported ia inegative iassociation ibetween ifewer ireligious ibeliefs iand 

greater irisk iof idrug iand ialcohol iuse iduring iadolescence i(Steers iet ial., i2019). iIndicators iof 

ireligious ibeliefs, isuch ias ibeing ia imember iof ia ireligious idenomination, iattending ireligious 

iservices iand ihaving ipersonal idevotions iwere iinversely iassociated iwith ialcohol iconsumption 

iand/or iillicit idrug iuse i(Steers iet ial., i2019). i iThe iforms iof i“treatment” ithat iare icommon iamong 

ithe igroups iinclude: iprayer, ireflection iabout ilife iafter ideath iand ifaith ias ia iway iof ipromoting ia 

igood iquality iof ilife. iThe iobjective iof ithe i“treatment” iis itotal iabstinence; inone iof ithe igroups 

iaccepted idamage ilimitation ias ia imeasure iof isuccess. iThe iissues iof iawareness iabout ilife iafter 

ideath iand ithe imeaning iof ifaith iare itreated iin iweekly ireligious igatherings, iwhich ihave ia 
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idifferent iname iaccording ito ithe ireligion i(Mass, iworship, i“Gospel”). iThese imeetings iinclude 

iregular imoral iand iinformative iguidance, imeaning ithat ithe iprincipal iteachings iof ithe iscriptures 

icome ito iform ithe imoral ifoundation ifor ithe ifollower i(Steers iet ial., i2019). 

In iaddition ito ithe iefficacious irole iof ispirituality, icongregations iand ifaith-based 

iinstitutions iare iparticularly ieffective iin icommunity iadvocacy iand itimely iresponse ito icrises 

i(Manuel, i& iGlatzer, i2018). iFaith icommunities iare iadept iat ifacilitating iquality igroup 

iinteractions ifocused ion iovercoming ipast inegative iexperiences, iwhich iare ioften idrivers iof ithe 

iemotional iand ispiritual idespondency ithat ifeed imental iillness iand isubstance iabuse. iManuel iand 

iGlatzer, i(2018) ifurther ifound ithat ivolunteer iaddiction irecovery igroups imeeting iin 

icongregations iacross ithe iUSA icontribute iup ito i$316.6 ibillion iin isavings ito ithe iUS ieconomy 

ievery iyear iat ino icost ito itax ipayers. iBased ion ithe ieffectiveness iof ifaith-based iinitiatives ito 

iaddress isubstance iabuse, iit iis ijustifiable ithat ipublic ispending isupport itheir iwork. 

A igrowing ibody iof iresearch isuggests ithat ireligion iis ian iimportant iprotective ifactor 

iagainst isubstance iuse, iand ithat ireligion imay ihelp ipeople iwho iare itrying ito irecover ifrom 

isubstance iabuse iby ihelping ithem ifind imeaning, idirection iand ipurpose iin ilife i(Manuel, i& 

iGlatzer, i2018). iAccording ito ithe iUS iNational iDrug iControl iStrategy, iin ithe i2004 iState iof ithe 

iUnion iAddress, iPresident iBush iasked ifor ian iadditional i$600 imillion iover ithree iyears ito ibe 

iprovided idirectly ito iindividuals iin ithe iform iof ivouchers ifor itreatment iservices. iAlthough ia 

imatter iof ilegal idebate, ithese iservices ican inow ibe iprovided iby ifaith ibased iorganizations iand 

ipermit iprayer, iscripture istudy iand iother iexplicitly ireligious iactivities ibelieved ito iaid iin 

irecovery ifrom isubstance iabuse. i 

2.6 Family-Based Prevention Programs 

Programs ithat iintervene iat ifamily irely ion isecondary ior itertiary iprevention iapproaches 

iwith iparents iand iare ioften iaimed iat ichanging ibehavior iof iadolescents iwho ihave ihistory iof idrug 
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iabuse. iThese iprograms ioften iuse itrained itherapists ito iidentify ifamily idynamics ithat imay 

iencourage iadolescents ito iexperiment iwith idrugs i(Letourneau, iSchaeffer, iBradshaw i& iFeder, 

i2017). iIn iaddition ito ischool iand ifamily iprograms iis imass imedia. i 

Interventions idesigned ifor ithe ifamily itarget irisk iand iprotective ifactors ispecific ito ithe 

ifamily icontext ias iwell ias iinteractions ibetween ithe ifamily iand iother icontexts ithat imay iinvolve 

ithe ichild ior ihave ian effect ion ithe ichild. iResearch ihas iidentified ia inumber iof ifamily-level irisk iand 

iprotective ifactors iassociated iwith iinitiation iof idrug iuse i(Donaldson, iHandren, i& iCrano, i2016). 

iFamily irisk ifactors iinclude iparental ior isibling iuse iof ialcohol, itobacco, iand iother idrugs; 

ipositive ifamily iattitudes itoward iand iacceptance iof isubstance iuse; ilack iof iattachment ito iparents 

iat iany idevelopmental istage; isexual ior iphysical iabuse; ieconomic iinstability; iand ipoor ifamily 

imanagement i(Brook iet ial., i1990). i iThe iability iof iparents ito iinfluence iwhether itheir ichildren 

idrink iis iwell idocumented iand iis iconsistent iacross iracial/ethnic igroups i(Barnes iet ial., i2014). 

iSetting iclear irules iabout ichildren inot idrinking, iconsistently ienforcing ithose irules, iand 

imonitoring ichild ibehavior ireduce ithe ilikelihood iof iunderage idrinking i(Donaldson iet ial., i2016). 

iFamily iconflict iand ilack iof icohesion iare iassociated iwith iincreased irisk i(Bogenschneider iet ial., 

i2011). i 

Family iinterventions iencourage iparents ito ibe iaware iof ithe irisks ifrom iunderage 

idrinking, ito icommunicate iwith ichildren, ito iclarify iexpectations iregarding ialcohol iuse, ito iset 

irules iand iconsequences ifor iviolations, ito imonitor ichildren’s iactivities, iand ito ireduce ithe 

iavailability iof ialcohol iin ithe ihome i(Johnson, i2017). iAdditionally, icontent ion ifamily 

imanagement ipractices iand icommunication iskills ioften iare iincluded. iParent-directed iprograms 

ihave ibeen iincluded iwith ischool-based iinterventions, isome iof iwhich ihave ievidence iof isuccess; 

ibut ithese icomponents ihave inot ibeen ievaluated iseparately i(Flay i2000). iStand-alone ifamily 

iinterventions ihave ibeen isuccessful iin ireducing ialcohol iuse iand iother irisk ibehaviors i(Das iet ial., 

i2016). 
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O'Hara iet ial.,, i2019 ihave idemonstrated ithe iimportance iof ithe ifamily ias ian iintervention 

icontext iby ishowing, iin ilongitudinal iand icross-sectional ianalyses iof iprevention iinterventions, 

ithat ienhancing iparenting ibehaviors ithat ihave ibeen ishown ito ibe iprotective ican ihave ia ipositive 

iinfluence ion ithe ichild. iSpecifically, ithey idemonstrated ithat iskill iin iparental imonitoring ican ibe 

itaught iand ithat ithis iskill iis ia iviable imethod iof ipreventing iearly-onset iof idrug iuse iin ichildren. 

iBecause iteenagers iare iinfluenced iby imany iaspects iof itheir ienvironment i(such ias ifamily, ipeers, 

iteachers, icultural inorms), icommunity iinterventions ioften itake iplace iacross ia inumber iof 

isettings ito imaximize ithe iecological ivalidity iof ithe iintervention iand ito isupport ipractice iof iskills 

ilearned iin itreatment i(O'Hara iet ial.,, i2019). i i 
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CHAPTER THREE 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Introduction 

This ichapter idescribes ithe iresearch idesign, ithe ilocation iof ithe istudy, itarget ipopulation, 

isample isize iand isampling iprocedures, idata icollection iand ianalysis iprocedures iand iethical 

iissues. 

3.2 Study area 

The istudy iwas iconducted iin ithe iKapsabet iward iof iNandi iCounty. iKapsabet iward 

ioccupies i74.50km2
 igeographically. iIt iis ihome ito ithe iheadquarters iof ithe iNandi iCounty. 

iKapsabet iis ipredominantly ia iChristian itown iwith iMuslims ias ithe iminority. iKapsabet iward ihas 

ia itotal ipopulation iof i35,962 i(Kenya iNational iBureau iof iStatistics i(KNBS) i2019). iThe imajority 

iof iresidents ibelong ito ithe iNandi idialect iof ithe iKalenjin iethnic igroup. iKapsabet iCounty 

iReferral iHospital iis ithe imajor ihealthcare ifacility iin iKapsabet iand iserves ireferrals ifrom ithe 

iwhole icounty iand ibeyond. iThere iare ithree itypes iof ialcohols ithat iare imostly iconsumed iin ithe 

istudy iarea: ichangaa, ibusaa ibeer, iwines iand ispirits. iThe imost icommonly iabused iis ibusaa iand 

ichangaa. iIn ithe iyear i2014 iNandi iCounty iexperienced ian iupsurge iof iincidences iof ialcohol 

irelated ideaths iand ihospitalization. iOn i10th
 iJuly i2014, iKapsabet icounty ireferral ihospital 

ireported i6 ideaths iwhich ioccurred iat ian iinterval iof iless ithan ifive ihours. 

3.3 Research Design 

This istudy iadopted isurvey iresearch idesign. iDescriptive iresearch imethods iare iused 

iwhen ithe iaim(s) iof ithe istudy iare ito idescribe ispecific ibehavior ias iit ioccurs iin ithe ienvironment 

i(Kakkar, 2015). iThe idesign iwas iapplied ibecause iit iprovides idetailed i(rich iqualitative) 

iinformation, iprovides iinsight ifor ifurther iresearch iand ipermits iinvestigation iof iotherwise 

iimpractical i(or iunethical) isituations. iThe idesign iis ifavorable ito ithe istudy ibecause iof iits 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nandi_people
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Kalenjin_people
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idescriptive inature ithat ienabled icollection iof idata ifrom irespondents irelating ito ithe effect ithe 

icommunity iintervention imethods ihave ion ialcohol iabuse. 

3.4 Study Population 

Study ipopulation idefines ithose iunits ifor iwhich ithe ifindings iof ithe istudy iare imeant ito ibe 

igeneralized ito igive iparticular iinformation i(Dempsey i2003). iThe itarget ipopulation ifor ithis 

istudy iwas i35,962 iresidents iof iKapsabet iward iwhich icomprised iof i185 iCommunity ileaders, 

i214 ireligious ileaders, i289 isocio-economic igroup ileaders, iand i35,274 icommunity imembers. i 

iAccording ito iKothari i(2011), ithe iitems iunder iconsideration iin iany ifield iof iinquiry iconstitute ia 

ipopulation. i 

3.5 Sampling Technique 

The istudy iused iproportionate istratified irandom isampling ibecause iit iprovides ibetter 

iprecision. iIt ialso iprovided iproportionate isample isize iof ieach istratum ito ithe ipopulation isize iof 

ithe istratum. iUsing isame isampling ifraction ifor iall istrata iensures iproportionate irepresentation iin 

ithe isample ithus ireducing ichances ifor ibiasness. iAdequate irepresentation iof iminority isubgroups 

iof iinterest iwas iensured iby istratification i& ivarying isampling ifraction ibetween istrata ias irequired 

i(Smith, i2019). i 

Further ipurposive isampling itechnique iwas iused ito icollect idata ifrom ikey iinformants 

iusing iinterviews i(Community ileaders, ireligious ileaders iand isocio-economic igroup ileaders). 

iAccording ito iEtikan, iMusa iand iAlkassim i(2016), ithe imain iobjective iof ia ipurposive isample iis 

ito iproduce ia isample ithat ican ibe ilogically iassumed ias irepresentative iof ithe ipopulation. 

iSampling iwas iaccomplished iby iapplying iexpert iknowledge iof ithe ipopulation ito iselect iin ia 

inonrandom imanner ia isample iof ielements ithat irepresents ia icross-section iof ithe ipopulation. 
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3.6 Sample size determination 

A isample isize iis ibasically ithe inumber iof iobservations ithat iconstitutes ithis istudy; iit iis ia 

isubset iof ithe ipopulation iof ithe istudy. iThis iis iwhere ithe iresearcher ihas ito idecide ihow imany 

iindividuals iare iparts iof ithe istudy. iThe isample isize iis iin iline iwith ithe iobjectives iof ithe istudy iand 

ithe icircumstances iof ithe iinvestigation iat ihand, iand iis ibased ion ithe iKrejcie i& iMorgan i(1970) 

imethodology ias iused iby iGhasemizad i(2012). iThe isummary iof isample isize idetermination iis 

ishown iin iTable i3.1. 

Table i3.1 i Sample iSize 

idetermination 

   
Respondents i Population Sample=(

𝒏

𝑵
) ∗ 𝟑𝟖𝟎 Cumulative i 

sample 
Community ileaders 185 2 2 

Religious iLeaders i 214 3 5 

Socio-Economic iGroup iLeaders 289 3 8 

Community iMembers 35,274 372 380 

Total i 35,962 380  

3.7 Research Instruments 

The iresearch iinstruments ithat iwere iused ifor idata icollection iin ithis istudy iwere: i 

iquestionnaires iand ikey i- iinformant iinterview iguides ito ienable icollection iof idetailed 

iinformation ion ithe icommunity ibased iinterventions iin ireducing ialcohol iabuse. iAccording ito 

iKothari i(2011), iusing iinterview ischedules ialongside iquestionnaires idiversifies iresponses ias 

iwell ias ireduces iquestion ifatigue’. iTrained iGraduate iresearch iassistant iwas irecruited ito iaid iin 

ithe idata icollection iprocess. 

3.7.1 iQuestionnaire 

The iquestionnaire iwas ideveloped iin iline iwith ithe istudy iobjectives. iThe iresearcher 

iemployed imultiple ichoice iquestions, irank-order i(or iordinal) iscale iquestions iand irating iscale 

iquestions iformats iin idifferent isections iof ithe iinstrument. iAdditionally, ithe iquestionnaire 

icontained istructured iclose-ended iquestions iwith ia imodified ifour-point-likert iscale iused ito 

iscale iresponses iin ithe istudy ias; i1= istrongly iagree, i2= iagree, i3 i= idisagree iand i4 i= istrongly 
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idisagree. iThe iquestionnaire iwas iadministered irandomly ito icommunity imembers iwithin 

iKapsabet iWard. 

3.7.2 iKey iInformant iInterviews iSchedules 

According ito ia istudy (Patton, 2002), iin-depth iinterviewing iis ia iqualitative iresearch 

itechnique ithat iinvolves iconducting iintensive iindividual iinterviews iwith ia ismall inumber iof 

irespondents ito iexplore itheir iperspectives ion ia iparticular iidea, iprogram, ior isituation. iThe istudy 

iadopted iin-depth iinterviews iwith ithe icommunity ileaders i(Ward iMCA, ichiefs iand isub-chiefs 

iand iarea ielders), ireligious ileaders’ irepresentative iand iyouth ileaders. 

3.8 Validity and Reliability Considerations 

Cypress i(2017), istates ithat ivalidity iand ireliability iare itwo ifactors iwhich iany iresearcher 

ishould ibe iconcerned iabout iwhile idesigning ia istudy, ianalyzing iresults iand ijudging ithe iquality 

iof ithe istudy. 

Validity idetermines iwhether ithe iresearch itruly imeasures ithat iwhich iit iwas iintended ito 

imeasure ior ihow itruthful ithe iresearch iresults iare. iIt iestimates ihow iaccurately ithe idata iobtained 

iin ithe istudy irepresents ia igiven ivariable ior iconstruct iin ithe istudy i(Mugenda, i2003). iThe 

iquestionnaire iwas igiven ito iother iexperts iin isimilar iresearch ito iseek itheir iopinion iabout ithe 

iadequacy iand irepresentativeness iof ithe iinstrument ito iensure iit icovered iall ithe ivariables ibeing 

imeasured ias ia iway iof ieliminating icontent ivalidity. iThe istudy iensured ireduction iof iconstruct 

ivalidity iby ideriving ithe iresearch ivariables ifrom iexisting itheoretical iframeworks i(Bedford i& 

iSpekle, i2018). i 

Wellman iet ial., i(2019), istates ithat ireliability iis ithe iextent ito iwhich iresults iare iconsistent 

iover itime iand ian iaccurate irepresentation iof ithe itotal ipopulation iunder istudy. iCronbach’s iAlpha 

i(1951) iwas iused ias ia imeasure iof ireliability iand iinternal iconsistency. iThe iresearcher ireviewed 
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iother ischolarly iarticles ibefore ideveloping iquestions iin ithe iquestionnaires. iTo idetermine ithe 

ireliability iof ithe iinstruments, ia ipilot istudy iwas iconducted iat iKesses iWard, iUasin iGishu iCounty 

ito i38 iparticipants. iThe iresearcher iadministered iquestionnaires itwice iat ian iinterval iof itwo 

iweeks iand ithe iscores ifrom ithe ifirst iand ithe isecond itest iwere irecorded. iPearson’s iProduct 

iMoment iformula iwas iused ito iobtain ithe icorrelation ico-efficient i(r). iStatistical iPackage iof 

iSocial iSciences i(SPSS iv.20) iwas iused ito icompute iand irun ithe ireliability iof iresearch 

iinstruments. iResults ion ireliability itest iare ipresented iin iTable i3.2. iThe ioverall iCronbach's 

iAlpha ivalue ifor iall ithe iresearch iinstruments iwas i0.919. iThis iimplies ithat iall ithe iresearch 

iinstruments iwere ireliable ito icollect ithe idesired iinformation. iTherefore ithere iwas ino iitem ito ibe 

iimproved. 

Table 3.2 Reliability Test Results 

Item i Cronbach's iAlpha N iof iItems 

Community ibased iinterventions i i 0.919 4 

 

3.9 Data Collection Procedures 

Data icollection iprocedures iare ithe iseries iof ievents ito ibe ifollowed iduring ithe idata 

icollecting iprocess i(Barday iet ial., i2019). iThe idata iwas icollected iafter ireceiving ipermission 

ifrom ithe idepartment, ithe irelevant iarea iadministrative iofficers, iand iUniversity iof iEastern 

iAfrica, iBaraton i(UEAB) iethics icommittee. iClosed-ended iquestionnaires iwas iadministered ito 

ithree ihundred iand iseventy itwo i(372) icommunity imembers iand ia itotal iof ieight i(8) iinterview 

ischedules iwere iadministered ito i(religious ileaders, icommunity igroup ileaders, icommunity 

ileaders iand icommunity ipolicing ileaders). iThe irespondents iselected ifor ithe iin-depth iinterviews 

iwere iput iin ia irelaxed iand icomfortable isetting ito ienhance iconfidentiality iand ienable ithem italk 
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ifreely. iAll ithe iinterviews iwere irecorded iusing ipen iand ia inote ibook iin iorder ito icapture ithe 

idialogue ibetween ithe iinterviewer iand ithe irespondents. 

3.10 Data Analysis 

Data ianalysis iis ithe iprocess iof icreating iorder, istructure iand imeaning ito ithe imass iof 

iinformation icollected. iData iwas ianalyzed iusing iboth idescriptive iand iinferential istatistics iusing 

iStatistical iPackage ifor iSocial iSciences i(SPSS) iversion i20.0. iThe iquantitative idata icollected 

iwas ianalyzed iusing idescriptive istatistics isuch ias istandard ideviation, imeans, ifrequencies iand 

ipercentages. iPresentation iof ithis iinformation iwas idone iusing itables, igraphs iand icharts. 

Analysis iof iqualitative idata i(gathered iby iuse iof iinterview ischedules) iinvolved ilooking 

iat ithe idata, iassigning icategories iand iputting itogether ithe iemerging iissues iinto ithemes iin ian 

iattempt ito ianswer ithe iresearch iquestions i(Jwan i& iOng’ondo, i2011). iThis istudy iused ithemes ito 

ianalyze ithe iqualitative idata. iThematic ianalysis iis ia imethod ifor iidentifying, ianalyzing, iand 

ireporting ipatterns i(themes) iwithin idata. iThis istudy itherefore iadopted ithematic ianalysis iin ithe 

iprocess iof ianalyzing ithe idata. i 

In iorder ito itest ithe irelationship ibetween ithe idependent iand iindependent ivariables, ithe 

iinferential itests iincluding ithe iPearson iProduct-Moment iCorrelation iCoefficient iusing imultiple 

iregression ianalysis. iCorrelation ico-efficient iis idefined ias ia imeasure iof ithe istrength iof ilinear 

iassociation ibetween itwo ivariables i(Malhotra i& iPeterson, i2006). iCorrelation ialways iranges 

ibetween i-1.0 iand i+1.0. iIf ithe icorrelation iis ipositive, ithen ithere iis ia ipositive irelationship. 

iMultiple iregression ianalysis irefers ito ia iset iof itechniques ifor istudying ithe istraight-line 

irelationships iamong itwo ior imore ivariables. iAccording ito iCohen, iWest iand iAiken i(2014), 

icorrelation icoefficient iis iused ito ianalyze ithe idegree iof irelationship ibetween itwo ivariables. i 

The iregression imodel iequation iis iindicated ibelow; 
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Y i= iβ0+ iβ1X1+ iβ2X2+ iβ3X3+β4X4+ε i……………………………….…. iEquation i1 

Where; i 

Y irepresents iAlcohol iAbuse; 

β0 irepresent iintercept icoefficients; 

β1, iβ2, iβ3 iand iβ4 irepresent iregression icoefficients iof ithe ivariables 

X1, irepresent iCommunity-advocacy  

X2 irepresent iPeaceful idemonstrations 

X3 irepresent iReligion- ibased iintervention 

X4 irepresent iFamily- ibased iintervention 

εi irepresents ierror iterm. 

3.11 Ethical Considerations 

Ethics iis ithe ibranch iof iphilosophy iwhich ideals iwith ione’s iconduct iand iserves ias ia iguide 

ito ione’s ibehavior i(Mugenda i& iMugenda, i2003). i iOso i& iOnen i2009 istated ithat idespite ithe ihigh 

ivalue iof iknowledge igained ithrough iresearch, iknowledge icannot ibe ipursued iat ithe iexpense iof 

ihuman idignity iand ia iresearcher ishould idescribe ihow ihe ior ishe iwill iensure ithat iethical 

irequirements iare iupheld iin ithe istudy. i 

To iensure ithe iaforesaid, iethical iclearance ifrom ithe iUEAB iResearch iEthics iCommittee, 

iNational iCommission ifor iScience, iTechnology iand iInnovation i(NACOSTI), iNandi iCounty 

iAuthority iand iKapsabet iward ileadership iwere iobtained iand iClearance iletters iwere ialso 

iobtained ifrom iNACADA. iAdditionally iwritten iand iverbal iinformed iconsents iwere iobtained 

ifrom ithe iparticipants. iThe iparticipants iwere iassured iof ianonymity iand iconfidentiality iand ino 

iperson iwas iforced iinto iparticipating iin ithe istudy. iAll iparticipants iwere itreated iwith irespect iand 

itheir iprivacy iobserved.  
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 CHAPTER FOUR 

PRESENTATION iOF FINDINGS, ANALYSIS 

AND INTERPRETATION 

4.1 Introduction  

Chapter ifour ipresents idata iin ithe ifollowing isubsections; ithe iresponse irate, idemographic 

iinformation iof ithe irespondents, idescriptive istatistical ifindings iwhich iare iin iorder iwith istudy 

ivariables iand iobjectives iand iinferential istatistical ifindings iof ieach iobjective. iThe iquantitative 

idata iwere iobtained ithrough iQuestionnaire iSchedule ifor icommunity imembers, iand iqualitative 

idata iwas iobtained ithrough iinterview ischedule ifrom icommunity ileaders. iIn ithis istudy, idata iwas 

ianalyzed iusing ipercentages, ifrequencies, imeans, istandard ideviations, iPearson iCorrelation 

iCoefficient, iMultiple iRegression iAnalysis iand iANOVA ioutput ianalysis. iFindings ifrom 

iquantitative iand iqualitative idata iwere iintegrated ifor idiscussions. iThis ichapter ibegins iby 

ipresenting ithe iresponse irate. 

4.2 Response Rate  

Response irate iis ithe iquantity iof iindividuals iwith iwhom isemi-structured iquestionnaires 

iwere iappropriately icompleted idivided iby ithe iaggregate inumber iof iindividuals iin ithe iwhole 

isample i(Fowler, i2004). iOut iof i372 iresearch iquestionnaires iissued ito iCommunity iMembers, 

i331 iwere ireturned ifor ianalysis iwhen icompletely ifilled iand ithis iaccounted ifor ia iresponse irate iof 

i89.0%. iAnd i8 iinterview ischedules iadministered isuccessfully ito iCommunity ileaders, ireligious 

ileaders, isocio-economic igroup ileaders. iThe iresponse irate iof ithe iresearch iinstruments iwere 

iappropriate ifor ithe istudy ianalysis ibased ion iVan iBuuren i(2018) iwho iconcluded ithat ithe 

iresponse irate iof i70 ipercent iand iabove iis isatisfactory ito iconduct iadequate idata ianalysis. iThe 

istudy iresponse irate iis isummarized iin iTable i4.1. 
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Table 4.1 Response Rate of Study Participants 

Category i Frequency Percentage 

Administered iQuestionnaires 372 100.0 

Returned i 331 89.0 

Administered iInterviews iSchedules 8 100.0 

Attended 7 87.5 

4.3 Demographic Characteristics of the Respondents 

The ibackground iinformation ioutlined iin ithis ipart irelates ito ithe irespondents’ igender, iage 

ibracket iand ilevel iof ieducation iof ithe irespondents. i 

4.3.1 iDistribution iof iRespondents iby iGender 

The istudy ianalyzed ithe idistribution iof irespondents iby itheir igender iand ithe iresults iare ias 

ishown iin ifigure i2 ipresented ibelow. iThe istudy ifindings iindicated ithat imajority iof irespondents 

iwho iparticipated iin ithe istudy iwere imale i194(58.6%) iwhile ifemale iwere i137(41.4%). iThis 

igives iimplication ithat ithe istudy iconsidered iboth igenders iin iobtaining iinformation iconcerning 

ithe effect iof icommunity iintervention imethods iin ireducing ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iward, iNandi 

iCounty ito iensure ithat ithere iwas ino ibiasness iin idata icollection iprocess. 
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Figure 2 Distributions of Respondents by Gender 

4.3.2 Distribution of Respondents by Age  

The istudy ianalyzed ithe idistribution iof irespondents iin iregards ito itheir iage ibracket. iThe 

iresults iare ishown iin iFigure i3. iThe istudy ifindings ion iage ibracket iindicated ithat irespondents 

iwho ihad ibelow i24 iyears iwere i22(6.6%), ithose iwith i25-30 iyears iwere i78(23.6%), irespondents 

iwith i31-40 iyears iwere i133(40.2%), irespondents iwith i41-50 iYears iwere i84(25.4%) iwhile ithose 

iwho iwere i51 iyears iand iabove iwere i14(4.2%). iTherefore, ithe istudy iincluded iall iage ibrackets 

iwhen icollecting idata. 

Male

59%

Female

41%

Gender distribution
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Figure 3 Distribution of Respondents by Age 

4.3.3 Distribution of Respondents by Level of Education 

The istudy iexamined ithe idistribution iof irespondents iby itheir ilevel iof ieducation iand ithe 

iresults iof ianalysis iare ishown iin iTable i4.2. iThe istudy ialso iconsidered ieducation ilevel iof ithe 

irespondents iwhere imajority iof ithem ihad icertificate i101 i(30.5%), ifollowed iby iothers iwith 

i93(28.1%), ithose iwith idiploma iwas i84(25.4%), ithose iwith idegrees iwere i48 i(14.5%) iand 

ifinally ipost igraduates iat i5(1.5%). iThis igives ian iimplication ithat ithe istudy iobtained iinformation 

ifrom irespondents iacross iall ieducation ilevels. iIt ialso irevealed ithat irespondents iwho iparticipated 

iin ithe istudy ihad iformal ieducation iand ithey iwere iable ito igive iaccurate iinformation iconcerning 

ithe effect iof icommunity iintervention imethods iin ireducing ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iward, iNandi 

iCounty. 

**The i28.1% i(other) iof ithe irespondents iwho idid inot icomplete iany iform iof ieducation 

ilevel iwere iaccorded iassistance ito iinterpret iquestions iasked. iResearcher itranslated iquestions 

ifrom iEnglish ito iKiswahili iand ialso ito ilocal idialect ifor ithem ito iunderstand iand igive iresponses 

ithat iwere irecorded. i  
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Table 4.2 Distribution of Respondents by Level of Education 

 iLevel iof iEducation Frequency Percent 

Postgraduate 5 1.5 

Degree 48 14.5 

Diploma 84 25.4 

Certificate 101 30.5 

Other 93 28.1 

Total 331 100.0 

 

4.4 Community-Advocacy Campaigns against Alcohol Abuse and Deaths 

The istudy isought ito determine ithe effect iof icommunity-advocacy icampaigns iagainst ialcohol 

iabuse iand ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty. iThe istudy iused iquestionnaires ito isought 

iresponses ifrom imembers iof ithe icommunity iat iKapsabet iWard. iThe ifindings iare ianalyzed iand 

ipresented iin iTable i4.3.; i 
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Table 4.3 Community-Based Interventions against Alcohol Abuse 

 
 i 

SD D N A SA Mean 

There iis ineed ito ireview isome inorms iin iour 

isociety i(i.e ialcohol idrinking ihabits iduring 

icultural ifunctions) ibecause iculture iplays ia 

ikey irole iin ithe iintervention iagainst ialcohol 

iabuse. 

 iF 30 21 5 138 137 4.00 

% 9.1 6.3 1.5 41.7 41.4 80.0 

Leaders imobilize ithe icommunity ito iavoid 

ialcohol iabuse iwhenever ithere iis ia 

icommunity igathering. 

 iF 19  i16 24 82 190 4.23 

% 5.7 4.8 7.3 24.8 57.4 84.6 

Our icommunity ihas ionly ilimited ienergy iand 

iresources ito idirect itowards ithe iproblem iof 

idrug iabuse. 

 iF 11 28 24 75 193 4.24 

% 3.3 8.5 7.3 22.7 58.3 84.8 

Policies iregarding ilocal ibrewing iare 

idisregarded iby imany ibrewers ibecause iyou 

istill ifind ithe ichangaa iand ibusaa ievery iday 

iby ibribing ilaw ienforcers 

 iF 2 12 14 101 202 4.48 

% .6 3.6 4.2 30.5 61.0 89.5 

Most iof ithe icommunity ibased iprograms irely 

ion icoalitions iof icommunity istakeholders ito 

icollaboratively iplan iand icoordinate 

iprevention iactivities. 

 iF 4 28 41 110 148 4.12 

% 1.2 8.5 12.4 33.2 44.7 82.4 

Youths iin ithe icommunity ihave ibeen 

imobilized ito ibe ithe iforerunners iagainst 

ialcohol iabuse. i 

 iF 51 118 15 75 72 3.0 

% 15.4 35.6 4.5 22.7 21.8 60.0 

Key: i(SA: iStrongly iAgreed; iA: iAgreed; iUD: iUndecided; iD: iDisagreed iand iSD: 

iStrongly iDisagreed, iF: iFrequency) 

Table i4.3 ishows ithe istudy ifindings ion ithe effect iof icommunity iadvocacy icampaigns 

iagainst ialcohol iabuse iand ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty. iRespondents iwere iasked 

ito igive itheir iopinion ion ithe istatement ithat ithere iis ineed ito ireview isome inorms iin iour isociety 

i(i.e ialcohol idrinking ihabits iduring icultural ifunctions) ibecause iculture iplays ia ikey irole iin ithe 

iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse iand i41.7% iagreed, i41.4% istrongly iagreed, i9.1% istrongly 

idisagreed, i6.3% idisagreed iand i1.5% iwere ineutral ion ithe istatement ithat ithere iis ineed ito ireview 

isome inorms iin iour isociety i(i.e ialcohol idrinking ihabits iduring icultural ifunctions) ibecause 

iculture iplays ia ikey irole iin ithe iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse. iOn ia iscale iof i100%, i80.0 i% 

i(mean=4.0) iof ithe irespondents iaccepted ithat ithere iis ineed ito ireview isome inorms iin iour isociety 

i(i.e ialcohol idrinking ihabits iduring icultural ifunctions) ibecause iculture iplays ia ikey irole iin ithe 
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iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse. iThe iexisting iregulations ion idrinking ihabits idemand ireview 

iin iour isociety ibecause imany iyoung ipeople iintroduce ithemselves ito ialcohol iabuse iannually. 

iThe isociety ihas inot itaken istrict imeasures ito iensure ithat idrinking ihabits iare iminimized; ifor 

iexample ithe ibrewers iand ibar isellers iallow icustomers ito idrink iat ithe ipoint iof iselling iunlike ithe 

ideveloped icountries iwhere ishops iselling ialcohol icannot ibe iallowed ito ilet itheir icustomers idrink 

iwhilst iwithin ithe ishop iinstead ithey itake ithem ihome. i iIt iis inecessary ifor iour icustom inorms ito ibe 

ireviewed iso ias ito iminimize ialcohol iconsumption. iVangrieken iet ial, i(2017) iconcurred ithat 

iappropriate icommunity ipolicies iare inecessary ibecause icommunities ihave itheir iown imethods 

iof isolving iproblems iand imaking idecisions iabout iissues iof icommon iconcern ito itheir imembers. 

iIn isome irural isocieties, ithis icould iinvolve ia idiscussion iof ithe iproblem iby ian iinformal igroup, ior 

ia icommittee, iunder ithe ileadership iof ian ielected ior itraditional ileader. iThe idecision imight ithen 

ibe ibinding ifor ithe irest iof ithe icommunity. 

 i Respondents iwere ialso iasked ito igive itheir iopinion ion ithe istatement ithat ileaders 

imobilize ithe icommunity ito iavoid ialcohol iabuse iwhenever ithere iis ia icommunity igathering iand 

ithe iresponses ishows ithat i57.4% istrongly iagreed iwith ithe istatement, i24.8% iagreed, i7.3% iwere 

ineutral, i5.7% istrongly idisagreed iand i4.8% iof ithe irespondents idisagreed iwith ithe istatement. iIn 

ian ioverall iview i84.6% i(mean=4.23) iof ithe irespondents iaccepted ithat ileaders imobilize ithe 

icommunity ito iavoid ialcohol iabuse iwhenever ithere iis ia icommunity igathering. iLeaders ihave ithe 

iability ito iensure ithat itheir iarea iof iauthority iis ialcohol ifree iif ithey iare idedicated ito isave ithe ilives 

iof ithe iyoung igeneration, ibut iironically iyou ifind isome ichiefs iand itheir iassistance icolluding iwith 

ithe ibrewers iso ithat ithe ibusiness ican icontinue. 

Moreover irespondents igave itheir iview ion ithe istatement ithat iour icommunity ihas ilimited 

iresources ito idirect itowards ithe iproblem iof idrug iabuse iand ithe iresultant iresults ishowed ithat 

i58.3% iof ithe irespondents istrongly iagreed iwith ithe istatement, i22.7% iagreed, i8.5% idisagreed, 

i7.3% iwere ineutral iand i3.3% istrongly idisagreed. iRespondents itherefore iaccepted iat i84.8% 
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i(mean=4.24) ithat iour icommunity ihas ilimited iresources ito idirect itowards ithe iproblem iof idrug 

iabuse. iIt iis ievident ithat imost iof ithe ilocal ileaders iare inot iempowered iby ithe igovernment ito 

icombat ialcohol ibrewing. iThe igovernment ichannel ilimited iresource itowards iconstant 

isupervision iof idens ithat ihide ialcohol. iThe ifindings iare isupported iby iAkuru iet ial., i(2017) iwho 

ifound ithat imembers iof ia icommunity iaction iteam ishould ilook itowards itheir iown iuse iof idrugs 

ibefore ithey itry ito iinfluence ithe icommunity. iAlso ia icommunity ihas ionly ilimited ienergy iand 

iresources ito idirect itowards ithe iproblem iof idrug iabuse. 

Respondents iwere ialso iasked ito igive itheir isuggestion ion ithe istatement ithat ipolicies 

iregarding ilocal ibrewing iare idisregarded iby imany ibrewers ibecause iyou istill ifind ithe ichangaa 

iand ibusaa ievery iday. iThe istudy iresults ishowed ithat i61.0% iof ithe irespondents istrongly iagreed 

iwith ithe istatement, i30.5% iagreed, i4.2% iwere ineutral, i3.6% idisagreed iand i0.6% istrongly 

idisagreed. iRespondents ithus iaccepted iat i i i89.5% i(mean=4.48) ithat ipolicies iregarding ilocal 

ibrewing iare idisregarded iby imany ibrewers ibecause iyou istill ifind ithe ichangaa iand ibusaa ievery 

iday. iUnfortunately imany ialcohol ibrewers istill iexist iin ithe icurrent igeneration ibecause ithey iuse 

iit ias ia isource iof iincome. iThe ihigher inumber iof ibrewers iuse itactical iways ilike i‘bribing’ ithe ilaw 

ienforcers ito isurvive igovernment idirectives iin ieliminating ilocal ibrewing iand ioff itime iselling iin 

ithe ibars iand iclubs. i iMuturi i(2016) iconcurred iwith ifindings ithat ithe icommunity iwas ion ithe 

ipreparation istage i(stage ifive) iof ireadiness iwhich iindicated ithat icommunity imembers ihad 

igeneral iinformation iabout ithe ialcohol iabuse, ipro iand icons iof iprevention iactivities, ipolicies iand 

iactions ibut iit iwas inot ibased ion iformally icollected iinformation. 

In iaddition i44.7% iof ithe irespondents istrongly iagreed iwith ithe istatement ithat imost iof 

ithe icommunity ibased iprograms irely ion icoalitions iof icommunity istakeholders i(organizations 

isuch ias ichurch, ischool iand iother iorganization i– iNGOs iand iCBOs) ito icollaboratively iplan iand 

icoordinate iprevention iactivities, i33.2% iagreed, i12.4% iwere ineutral, i8.5% idisagreed iand i1.2% 

istrongly idisagreed iwith ithe istatement. iRespondents iaccepted iat i82.4% i(mean=4.12) ithat imost 
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iof ithe icommunity ibased iprograms irely ion icoalitions iof icommunity istakeholders ito 

icollaboratively iplan iand icoordinate iprevention iactivities. iCollaboration iof ileaders ito ijointly 

icoordinate ialcohol icombating iactivities iis igenerally ipoor iin ithe isociety. iA inumber iof ileaders 

iare inot idedicated ito itheir iduties iothers iare ilazy iin istrategizing isolution ineeded ihence isabotage 

ithe iwhole iprocess iof ireducing ialcohol iabuse. 

The ifindings iare isupported iby iLin iet ial., i(2019) iwho iposits ithat ia icommon ifeature iof 

isuccessful icommunity istrategies iis ireliance ion ilocal icoalitions ito iselect iand ifully iimplement 

ipreventive iinterventions ithat ihave ibeen ishown ito ibe ieffective iin ichanging ifactors ithat 

iinfluence irisk iof iyouth iengaging iin ialcohol iuse, iincluding iboth iproximal iinfluences iand 

istructural iand/or ienvironmental ifactors irelated ito ialcohol iuse. iInclusion iof ia iuniversal, ischool-

based iprevention icurriculum iin ithe ilarger icommunity-based ieffort iis iassociated iwith ithe 

ireduction iof ialcohol iuse iby iyouth iyounger ithan i18 iyears iof iage iand ican ihelp ireach ilarge 

inumbers iof iyouth iwith ieffective ialcohol imisuse iprevention i 

Further, i35.6% iof ithe irespondents idisagreed iwith ithe istatement ithat iyouths iin ithe 

icommunity ihave ibeen imobilized ito ibe ithe iforerunners iagainst ialcohol iabuse, i22.7% iagreed 

iwith ithe istatement, i21.8% istrongly iagreed, i15.4% istrongly idisagreed iand i4.5% iwere ineutral ion 

ithe istatement. iRespondents iaccepted ithe istatement iat i60.0% i(mean=3.0) ithat iyouths iin ithe 

icommunity ihave ibeen imobilized ito ibe ithe iforerunners iagainst ialcohol iabuse. iYouths iin ithe 

icommunity ishould ibe iused ias ithe iforerunners ito ichampion icampaigns iagainst iuse iof ialcohol iin 

ithe isociety ibut ithe isad ireality iis ithat ia ilow inumber iof iyouths iare iengaged iin isuch iprograms. 

iMajority iof ithe irespondents ishowed ithat iyouths ineed imore iengagements ifor ibetter iresults iin 

ithe isociety ithan iever ibefore ibecause ithey iare ithe iones ilanguishing iin ithe idens iof idrunkenness. 

iChilenski iet ial, i(2016) iconcurred ithat iestablishing ithe ipotential iadvantage iof icommunity-

based istrategies iis itheir ireliance ion imembers iof ithe ilocal icommunity ito iplan, iimplement, iand 

imonitor iprevention iactivities, iusually ivia icoalitions imade iup iof istakeholders ifrom idiverse 
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iorganizations iand ibackgrounds. iBy iactively iinvolving ithe icommunity iin ithe iprevention ieffort, 

ithese iapproaches imay ienhance icommunity ibuy-in iinto iprevention iactivities iand imay ihelp ito 

iensure ithat iservices iare ia igood ifit iwith ilocal ineeds, iresources, iand inorms 

4.5 Peaceful Demonstrations against Alcohol Abuse 

The istudy isought ito idetermine ithe effect iof ipeaceful idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol 

iabuse iand ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty. iThe istudy iused iquestionnaires ito isought 

iresponses ifrom imembers iof ithe icommunity iat iKapsabet iWard. iThe ifindings iare ianalyzed iand 

ipresented iin iTable i4.4. i 

Table 4.4 Peaceful Demonstrations against Alcohol Abuse 

 
 i 

SD D N A SA Mean 

There iare iregular ianti-alcohol icampaigns 

idone iby ivarious iorganizations i(for iexample 

iNACADA, iresidents, iactivists) iagainst 

iexcessive iuse iof ialcohol. 

F 106 84 80 54 7 2.31 

% 32.0 25.4 24.2 16.3 2.1 46.2 

Schools iare iused ito itrain ipupils ion ieffects 

iof ialcohols 

F 15 12 48 100 156 4.12 

% 4.5 3.6 14.5 30.2 47.1 82.4 

Themes ion idrama iand imusic ifestivals iare 

isometimes iused ito idemonstrate ieffects iof 

ialcohol iabuse iin ithe isociety. 

F 23 2 26 120 160 4.18 

% 6.9 .6 7.9 36.3 48.3 83.7 

Women igroups iand iyouth igroups iare iused 

ito imobilize ithe isociety iagainst imisuse iof 

idrug isubstance iespecially ialcohol. 

F 12 6 32 123 158 4.24 

% 3.6 1.8 9.7 37.2 47.7 84.7 

Christian igatherings iteach iagainst iuse iof 

ialcohol iand iother idrug isubstance. 

F 9 8 9 157 148 4.29 

% 2.7 2.4 2.7 47.4 44.7 85.8 

Key: iSA: iStrongly iAgreed; iA: iAgreed; iUD: iUndecided; iD: iDisagreed iand iSD: iStrongly 

iDisagreed, iF: iFrequency 

Table i4.4 ishows ithe istudy ifindings ion ithe effect iof ipeaceful idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol 

iabuse iand ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty. iBased ion ithe itable iabove, i32.0% iof ithe 

irespondents istrongly idisagreed iwith ithe istatement, i25.4% idisagreed, i24.2% iwere ineutral, 

i16.3% iagreed iand i2.1% istrongly iagreed iwith ithe istatement. iRespondents iaccepted iat i i i46.2% 

i(mean=2.31) ithat ithere iare iregular ianti-alcohol icampaigns idone iby ivarious iorganizations i(for 
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iexample iNACADA) iagainst iexcessive iuse iof ialcohol. iMajority iof ithe irespondents idisagreed 

iwith ithe ifact ithat iregular ianti-alcohol icampaigns idone ias ia iway iof ipeaceful idemonstrations 

iagainst ialcohol iabuse. iThere iis ineed ito icrosscheck iand iimprove icampaigns iin ithe isociety 

iagainst ialcohol iabuse. iLocal iauthorities iand iinternational ibodies ishould ibe iinvited ito ithe 

icommunity ilevels iregularly ifor ithe ipurpose iof ireminding ithe isociety idangers ilinked ito ialcohol 

iabuse. iMuturi, i(2016) iconcurred ithat icommunity iprevention iefforts iused iby iMaendeleo iya 

iWanawake iand iother iorganizations iinclude idemonstration iagainst iexcessive iuse, istrict 

ienforcement iof ialcohol irelated ilaws, iorganizing iinformation idissemination ibarazas, 

iencouraging iprosecution iof ioffenders iof ialcohol irelated ilaws, iand isupporting itreatment iof 

ialcoholics. 

The istudy iasked irespondents ito igive itheir iopinion ion ithe istatement ithat ischools iare 

iused ito itrain ipupils ion ithe ieffects iof ialcohols iand i47.1% iof ithe irespondents istrongly iagreed 

iwith ithe istatement, i30.2% iagreed, i14.5% iwere ineutral, i4.5% istrongly idisagreed iand i3.6% 

idisagreed. iRespondents ithus iaccepted iat i i i82.4% i(mean=4.12) ithat ischools iare iused ito itrain 

ipupils ion ithe ieffects iof ialcohols. iIn isome ischools iwith iweak iadministration iand ithus ipoor 

idiscipline, isome istudents ipick iup ibad ihabits iincluding ialcohol iabuse ifrom ipeers iin ischool 

Schools iare igood itraining igrounds ito isharpen ithe icharacters iof iyoung igeneration iand 

itherefore ithe igovernment ineed ito iconsider iemphasizing ibetter ipresentation iand iteaching ion ithe 

iuses iof ialcohol iand ithe ieffect ion ithe isociety. i i i iCost, i(2017) iconcurred ithat ithe ieffective 

iprevention iof ialcohol iabuse ihinges ion ithe iextent ito iwhich ischools, iparents, ilaw ienforcement, 

ihealthcare iproviders, ithe ifaith icommunity, iand iother icommunity igroups iwork 

icomprehensively iand icollaboratively ithrough icommunity-wide iefforts ito iimplement ia ifull 

iarray iof ieducation, iprevention iand ienforcement istrategies. iSeveral iprimary iprevention 

iprograms ihave ibeen iimplemented iusing ithe ifollowing ichannels iof idelivery: ischools, 

icommunity, ifamily iand imass imedia. 
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The istudy ialso iasked irespondents ito igive itheir iopinion ion ithe istatement ithat isome 

ithemes ion idrama iand imusic ifestivals iare isometimes iused ito idemonstrate ieffects iof ialcohol 

iabuse iin ithe isociety. iThe istudy iresults ias ishown iin itable i4.4 irevealed ithat i48.3% iof ithe 

irespondents istrongly iagreed iwith ithe istatement, i36.3% iagreed, i7.9% iwere ineutral, i0.6% 

istrongly idisagreed iand i6.9% idisagreed. iRespondents ithus iaccepted iat i i i83.7% i(mean=4.18) 

ithat isome ithemes ion idrama iand imusic ifestivals iare isometimes iused ito idemonstrate ieffects iof 

ialcohol iabuse iin ithe isociety. iDrama iand imusic ifestivals iare iused ito ipass ispecific imessage ito 

ithe icongregation ihence ithe igovernment idepartments iconcerned iwith imusic iand idrama ishould 

iemphasize ion ithemes ithat iaddress ithe iproblems iaffecting ithe iyouths iespecially ialcohol iabuse 

iand iother idrug isubstance. i 

Additionally irespondents igave itheir iview ion ithe istatement ithat iwomen igroups iand 

iyouth igroups iare iused ito imobilize ithe isociety iagainst imisuse iof idrug isubstance iespecially 

ialcohol. i iThe istudy iresults ias ishown iin itable i4.4 irevealed ithat i47.7% iof ithe irespondents 

istrongly iagreed iwith ithe istatement, i37.2% iagreed, i9.2% iwere ineutral, i3.6% istrongly idisagreed 

iand i1.8% idisagreed iwith ithe istatement. iRespondents ithus iaccepted iat i i i84.7% i(mean=4.24) 

ithat iwomen igroups iand iyouth igroups iare iused ito imobilize ithe isociety iagainst imisuse iof idrug 

isubstance iespecially ialcohol. iThe iuse iof iexisting iyouth igroups iand iwomen igroups iin ithe 

isociety ican ibe ia ivery ipositive imove ito ireduce iuse iof ialcohol iconsumption. iGovernment ishould 

ichannel ifunds ito ithe igroups ithat ispecifically iuplift ithe ilives iof ithe ilocal ibrewers iso ithat ithey 

ican istart iother ibetter ibusinesses ithat iare iprofitable ifor iincome igeneration. iAccording ito 

iStallwitz i(2016) ithe ipreparedness iof igovernment ito isupport ilocal ipeople idetermines ithe 

isuccess iof itheir ifuture iin iminimizing iand ireducing iuse iof ialcohol iconsumption. iAt ilower 

istages iof ireadiness, iindividual iand ismall igroup imeetings imay ibe ineeded ito iattract isupport ifrom 

ithose iwith igreat iinfluence iin ithe icommunity. iAt ihigher ilevels iof ireadiness, iit imay ibe ipossible 
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ito iestablish ia icommunity iboard ior icoalition iof ikey ileaders ifrom ipublic iand iprivate-sector 

iorganizations 

Further ithe istudy iasked irespondents ito igive itheir iview ion ithe istatement ithat iChristian 

igatherings ilike ichurches iteach icongregations iagainst iuse iof ialcohol iand iother idrug isubstance. 

iThe istudy iresults ias ishown iin itable i4.4 irevealed ithat i47.4% iof ithe irespondents iagreed iwith ithe 

istatement, i44.7% istrongly iagreed, i2.7% iwere ineutral, i2.7% istrongly idisagreed iand i2.4% 

idisagreed iwith ithe istatement. iRespondents ithus iaccepted iat i i i85.8% i(mean=4.29) ithat iChristian 

igatherings iteach iagainst iuse iof ialcohol iand iother idrug isubstance. iThe irole iof ichurches iin ithe 

isociety iis ito iteach ithe imembers ion iproper icharacters ithat iare iworth iliving. iTherefore ichurch 

ihas ithe iability ito ireach iout ito ithe ilocal ibrewers iand ialcohol iaddicts iso ithat ithey ican iteach ithem 

iand igive ithem ihope ion ithe iimportance iof iliving iwithout ialcohol iand iother idrug iabuse. iThe 

ineed ito iembrace ithe ichanges ithat imake itheir ilives ibetter iwhen ithey ireceive iJesus iChrist ican 

ichange itheir ilives iand irenew itheir ihopes. 

4.6 Religion as an Intervention against Alcohol Abuse 

The istudy isought ito iassess ithe effect iof ireligion ias ian iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin 

iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty. iThe istudy iused iquestionnaires ito isought iresponses ifrom 

imembers iof ithe icommunity iat iKapsabet iWard. iThe ifindings iare ianalyzed iand ipresented iin 

iTable i4.5. i 
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Table 4.5 Religion as an Intervention against Alcohol Abuse 

 
 I 

SD D N A SA Mean 

Religious ileaders ifrequently iurge ithe ilocal 

icommunity ito idesist ifrom iabusing ialcohol. 

 iF 4 5 7 173 142 4.34 

% 1.2 1.5 2.1 52.3 42.9 86.8 

Religious iteachings iforbid iuse iof idrugs iand 

itherefore iencourage iChristians ito ilive 

ihealth ilife. 

 iF 2 8 48 124 149 4.24 

% 0.6 2.4 14.5 37.5 45.0 84.8 

Churches icampaign ipersistently iagainst ithe 

iuse iof ialcohol iand iother idrug isubstance 

isince iit ibreaks ifamilies. 

 iF 4 55 27 78 167 4.05 

% 1.2 16.6 8.2 23.6 50.5 81.1 

Very irare icases ido iyou ifind ia iChristian 

igetting idrunk ibecause ithey ihave ia ihelper 

iand ia idoctrines ithey iuse iin iworship iand 

ithat ithey iuphold itheir istandards. 

 iF 7 0 16 147 161 4.37 

% 2.1 0.0 4.8 44.4 48.6 87.5 

Fewer ireligious ibelievers iare iassociated ito 

igreater irisk iof idrug iand ialcohol iuse. 

 iF 10 0 19 157 145 4.29 

% 3.0 0.0 5.7 47.4 43.8 85.8 

Key: iSA: iStrongly iAgreed; iA: iAgreed; iUD: iUndecided; iD: iDisagreed iand iSD: iStrongly 

iDisagreed, iF: iFrequency. 

Table i4.5 ishows ithe istudy ifindings ion ithe effect iof ireligion ias ian iintervention iagainst 

ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty. iThe istudy iresults ishow ithat i52.3% iof ithe 

irespondents iagreed, i42.9% istrongly iagreed, i2.1% iwere ineutral, i1.5% idisagreed iand i1.2% 

istrongly idisagreed iwith ithe istatement ithat ireligious ileaders ifrequently iurge ithe ilocal 

icommunity ito idesist ifrom iabusing ialcohol. iRespondents iaccepted iat i i i86.8% i(mean=4.34) ithat 

ireligious ileaders ifrequently iurge ithe ilocal icommunity ito idesist ifrom iabusing ialcohol. 

iReligious ileaders iare iclose imentors ito imany ipeople iin ithe isociety iand itherefore iit iis itheir iduty 

ito icriticize iand icondemn ithe iuse iof ialcohol iand iother idrug isubstance. i iTheir ibold istand iin 

icondemning ithe iuse iof ialcohol iwill isave imany ilives iif ithe isociety iaccepts itheir iguidance ias 

iindicated iin ithe iholy ibooks iof iGod isuch ias ithe ibible iand iQuran. 

Table i4.5 ialso ishow ithat i45.0% iof ithe irespondents istrongly iagreed ithat ireligious 

iteachings iforbid iuse iof idrugs iand itherefore iencourage iChristians ito ilive ihealth ilife, i37.5% 

iagreed iwith ithe istatement, i14.5% iwere ineutral, i2.4% idisagreed iand i0.6% istrongly idisagreed. 
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iRespondents iaccepted iat i i i84.8% i(mean=4.24) ithat ireligious iteachings iforbid iuse iof idrugs iand 

itherefore iencourage iChristians ito ilive ihealth ilife. iRespondents ialso iacknowledge ithat ireligious 

iverses iforbid ialcohol iconsumption iunnecessarily. iThe iteachings iare iagainst ithe iuse iof ialcohol 

iand iother idrug isubstance ibecause ithey iare inot igood ifor ihealth ithe igeneral iliving iin ithe isociety. 

iThe iBible idoes inot icontain istatements ispecific iagainst ialcohol iaddiction, ibut iit ican ibe ifound iin 

isome iof ithe iverses: iAlcohol i“bites ilike ia isnake iand ipoisons ilike ia iviper: iAlcohol ileads iyou 

i“astray” iwhich iis i“not iwise” iGetting idrunk ileads ito i“reckless iindiscretion” iProverbs i23:32. 

iAnother iverse iis iProverbs i23:20: i"Do inot ijoin ithose iwho idrink itoo imuch iwine ior igorge 

ithemselves ion imeat, ifor idrunkards iand igluttons ibecome ipoor, iand idrowsiness iclothes ithem iin 

irags." i... iEphesians i5:18: i"Do inot iget idrunk ion iwine, iwhich ileads ito idebauchery. iInstead, ibe 

ifilled iwith ithe iSpirit." i i 

In iaddition itable i4.5 ishow ithat i50.5% iof ithe irespondents istrongly iagreed, i23.6% 

iagreed, i16.6% idisagreed, i8.2% iwere ineutral iand i1.2% istrongly idisagreed iwith ithe istatement 

ithat ichurches icampaign ipersistently iagainst ithe iuse iof ialcohol iand iother idrug isubstance isince iit 

ibreaks ifamilies. iRespondents iaccepted iat i i i81.1% i(mean=4.05) ithat ichurches icampaign 

ipersistently iagainst ithe iuse iof ialcohol iand iother idrug isubstance isince iit ibreaks ifamilies. iThe 

istudy ishowed ithat ichurches ipersistently icampaign iagainst ialcohol iabuse isince ithey iare inot 

igood ifor ihuman iconsumption. 

The istudy ifindings ion itable i4.5 ishow ithat i48.6% iof ithe irespondents istrongly iagreed 

iwith ithe istatement ithat ivery irare icases ido iyou ifind ia iChristian igetting idrunk ibecause ithey ihave 

ia ihelper iand idoctrines ithey iuse iin iworship iand ithat ithey iuphold itheir istandards, i44.4% iagreed, 

i4.8% iwere ineutral iand i2.1% istrongly idisagreed. iRespondents iaccepted iat i i i87.5% i(mean=4.37) 

ithat ivery irare icases ido iyou ifind ia iChristian igetting idrunk ibecause ithey ihave ia ihelper iand ia 

idoctrines ithey iuse iin iworship iand ithat ithey iuphold itheir istandards. iAs iit ihas ibeen imention iby ia 
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inumber iof ibible iverses ion idangers iof idrunkardness iit iis iadvisable ifor ibelievers ito ileave iby 

iexample iso ithat iother ipeople iin ithe isociety ican ihave ia iwitness ito igive. i 

Further, irespondents iwere iasked ito igive itheir iopinion ion ithe istatement ithat ifewer 

ireligious ibelievers iin ia icommunity iare iassociated iwith igreater irisk iof idrug iand ialcohol iuse. 

iThe istudy iresults iindicated ithat i47.4% iof ithe irespondents iagreed iwith ithe istatement, i43.8% 

istrongly iagreed, i5.7% iwere ineutral iand i3.0% istrongly idisagreed. iRespondents iaccepted iat i i 

i85.8% i(mean=4.29) ithat ifewer ireligious ibelievers iin ia icommunity iare iassociated iwith igreater 

irisk iof idrug iand ialcohol iuse. iMajority iof ithe irespondents iaccepted ithe iidea ithat iin ivery irare 

icases ido iyou ifind ia iChristian igetting idrunk ibecause ithey ihave ia ihelper iand ia idoctrines ithey iuse 

iin iworship iand ithat ithey iuphold itheir istandards. iConverting imany imembers iin ithe isociety ito ibe 

ibelievers iis ia ivery ipositive imove iin ireducing iand icombating ialcohol iuse. i 

4.7 Family- Based Interventions against Alcohol Abuse 

The istudy isought ito iassess ithe effect iof ifamily- ibased iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin 

iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty. iThe istudy iused iquestionnaires ito isought iresponses ifrom 

imembers iof ithe icommunity iat iKapsabet iWard. iThe ifindings iare ianalyzed iand ipresented iin 

iTable i4.6; iKey. i 
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Table 4.6 Family- Based Intervention against Alcohol Abuse 

 
 i 

SD D N A SA Mean 

Parents ican icommunicate iwith ichildren ito 

iclarify iexpectations iregarding ialcohol iuse. 

F 0 32 5 175 119 4.15 

% 0.0 9.7 1.5 52.9 36.0 83.0 

Parents ishould isupport idemonstrations 

iregarding ialcohol iuse ifor ithe igood iof itheir 

ichildren. 

F 2 5 8 160 156 4.40 

% .6 1.5 2.4 48.3 47.1 88.0 

Parents iare ithe irole imodels ifor ichildren 

iagainst ithe iuse iof ialcohol ibecause ichildren 

icopy ithe ilifestyle iof itheir iparents. 

F 5 4 14 157 151 4.34 

% 1.5 1.2 4.2 47.4 45.6 86.9 

Parents ishould iseek iannual ischool imeetings ito 

iaddress ithe ichallenges ibrought iby ialcohol 

iabuse. 

F 2 0 50 161 118 4.19 

% .6 0.0 15.1 48.6 35.6 83.7 

Parents ishould iact ias ian iexample iabiding iby 

ithe igovernment ipolicies iand ilaws ithat iagainst 

ialcohol iconsumption. 

F 4 12 51 133 131 4.13 

% 1.2 3.6 15.4 40.2 39.6 82.7 

Key: iSA: iStrongly iAgreed; iA: iAgreed; iUD: iUndecided; iD: iDisagreed iand iSD: iStrongly 

iDisagreed, iF: iFrequency) 

The istudy ifindings ion ithe effect iof ifamily-based iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin 

iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty iare ishown iin itable i4.6. iVery ipositive iresults iwas ievidenced iby 

i52.9% iof ithe irespondents iwho iagreed ithat iparents ican icommunicate iwith ichildren ito iclarify 

iexpectations iregarding ialcohol iuse, i36.0% istrongly iagreed ion isame istatement, i9.7% idisagreed 

iand i1.5% iwere ineutral. iRespondents iaccepted iat i i i83.0% i(mean=4.15) ithat iparents ican 

icommunicate iwith ichildren ito iclarify iexpectations iregarding ialcohol iuse. iOn ithe istatement ithat 

iparents ishould isupport idemonstrations iregarding ialcohol iuse ifor ithe igood iof itheir ichildren 

i48.3% iof ithe irespondents iagreed iwith ithe istatement, i47.1% istrongly iagreed, i2.4% iwere 

ineutral, i1.5% idisagreed iand i0.6% istrongly idisagreed. iRespondents iaccepted iat i i i88.0% 

i(mean=4.40) ithat iparents ishould isupport idemonstrations iregarding ialcohol iuse ifor ithe igood iof 

itheir ichildren. iParents iare ialways inumber ione irole imodels ito itheir ichildren iand itherefore itheir 

ichampioning iin idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol iabuse iwill ileave itheir ichildren iand iyouths 

iliving ithe isame ilifestyle. iParents ishould ialways ilive ia ilife ithey idesire itheir ichildren ito ibe iin 

ifuture. i 
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The istudy iresults iin itable i4.6 ialso ishowed ithat i47.4% iof ithe irespondents iagreed iwith 

ithe istatement ithat iparents iare ithe irole imodels ifor ichildren iagainst ithe iuse iof ialcohol ibecause 

ichildren icopy ithe ilifestyle iof itheir iparents, i45.6% istrongly iagreed, i4.2% iwere ineutral, i1.5% 

istrongly idisagreed iand i1.2% idisagreed. iRespondents iaccepted iat i i i89.5% i(mean=4.48) ithat 

iparents iare ithe irole imodels ifor ichildren iagainst ithe iuse iof ialcohol ibecause ichildren icopy ithe 

ilifestyle iof itheir iparents. iAs ipreviously idiscussed iparents iare ithe ikey irole imodels iin ithe 

isociety. 

Respondents iwere ialso iasked ito igive itheir iopinion ion ithe istatement ithat iparents ishould 

iseek iannual ischool imeetings ito iaddress ithe ichallenges ibrought iby ialcohol iabuse. iThe istudy 

iresults ias ishown iin itable i4.6 ishowed ithat i48.6% iof ithe irespondents iagreed iwith ithe istatement, 

i35.6% istrongly iagreed, i15.1% iwere ineutral iand i0.6% istrongly idisagreed. iRespondents 

iaccepted iat i i i89.5% i(mean=4.48) ithat iparents ishould iseek iannual ischool imeetings ito iaddress 

ithe ichallenges ibrought iby ialcohol iabuse 

Further i40.2% iof ithe irespondents iagreed iwith ithe istatement ithat iparents ishould iact ias 

ian iexample iabiding iby ithe igovernment ipolicies iand ilaws ithat iare iagainst ialcohol iconsumption, 

i39.6% istrongly iagreed, i15.4% iwere ineutral, i3.6% idisagreed iand i1.2% istrongly idisagreed. 

iRespondents iaccepted iat i i i82.7% i(mean=4.13) ithat iparents ishould iact ias ian iexample iabiding 

iby ithe igovernment ipolicies iand ilaws iagainst ialcohol iconsumption iabusively. 

4.8 Inferential Analysis 

Inferential analysis iwas iconducted iin iorder ito idetermine ithe iexistence iof ithe 

irelationships ibetween ithe istudy ivariables. iThe istudy iconducted iinferential ianalysis iusing 

iPearson’s iproduct imoment icorrelation icoefficient iand iregression ianalysis. iCorrelation iis ia 

istatistical itechnique ithat ishows ihow istrongly ipairs iof ivariables iare irelated. iThe icorrelation 

icoefficient iranges ifrom i-1 ito i+1; ithe icorrelation icoefficient ivalue iof i-1.000 iindicates ia iperfect 
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inegative icorrelation iand ia icorrelation icoefficient ivalue iof i+0.001 ito i+1.000 iindicates ia iperfect 

ipositive icorrelation iand ia icorrelation icoefficient ivalue iof i0.000 iimplies ithat ithere iis ino 

irelationship ibetween ithe istudy ivariables i(Orodho, i2013). iThe icorrelation iresults iare ias ishown 

iin itable i4.7. 

Table 4.7 Overall Correlation Analysis Results 

Correlations 

 i Community-

advocacy  

Anti-alcohol 

ipeaceful 

idemonstration 

Religious 

iinterventions 

Family-

interventions 

Reduced 

ialcohol 

iabuse 

Community-

advocacy  

Pearson 

iCorrelation 

1     

Sig. i(2-

tailed) 

 i 
    

Anti-alcohol 

ipeaceful 

idemonstration 

Pearson 

iCorrelation 

.819** 1    

Sig. i(2-

tailed) 

.000 
 I 

   

Religious 

iinterventions 

Pearson 

iCorrelation 

.734** .631** 1   

Sig. i(2-

tailed) 

.000 .000 
 i 

  

Family-

interventions 

Pearson 

iCorrelation 

.652** .656** .766** 1  

Sig. i(2-

tailed) 

.000 .000 .000 
 i 

 

Reduced 

ialcohol iabuse 

Pearson 

iCorrelation 
.868** .810** .853** .817** 1 

Sig. i(2-

tailed) 

.000 .000 .000 .000 
 i 

N 331 331 331 331 331 

**. iCorrelation iis isignificant iat ithe i0.01 ilevel i(2-tailed). 

 

4.8.1 iCommunity-advocacy  

The istudy isought ito idetermine ithe effect iof icommunity-advocacy icampaigns iagainst 

ialcohol iabuse iand ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty. iThese iare iconducted iby ithe 

igovernment iorganizations isuch ias iNACADA iin icollaboration iwith icommunity igroups iand 

ireligious igroups. iThe ifindings ias ishown iin iTable i4.7 iindicate ithat ithe icommunity-advocacy 

icampaigns ihave i ipositive iand istatistically isignificant ieffect ion ireducing ialcohol iabuse iamong 

ithe icommunity imembers iat iKapsabet iward iwith i(r=0.868; ip<0.05). iThis iimplies ithat ithe 
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icommunity-advocacy icampaigns icontribute igreatly ito ithe iextent ito iwhich ialcohol iabuse ican 

ibe ireduced. iMore iorganizations ican ibe iused ito imobilize isociety icommunities ion ithe ieffects iof 

ialcohol iconsumption. iCommunity imembers ithat iare ieducated ion ithe ieconomic, isocial, 

iphysical iemotional iand ispiritual ieffects iof ialcohol iamong iother iaspects ican irelief ithemselves 

ifrom ithe iburden iof idrunkenness iby imaking isome imembers iwithdraw ifrom ithe idrinking idens. 

4.8.2 iAnti-alcohol iPeaceful iDemonstrations 

The istudy isought ito idetermine ithe effect iof ipeaceful idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol iabuse 

iand ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty. iThe ifindings ias ishown iin iTable i4.7 iindicate ithat 

ithe effect iof ipeaceful idemonstrations ihave ipositive iand istatistically isignificant ieffect ion ireducing 

ialcohol iabuse iand ideaths iamong imembers iof ithe icommunity iwith i(r=0.810; ip<0.05). iThis 

iimplies ithat ithe effect iof ipeaceful idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol iconsumption icontribute ito 

ireduction iof iconsumption iof ialcohol ibecause ipeople iare imade iaware iof ithe ieffects ialcohol 

ihave idone ito ithem. iWhen ipeople iare igiven iclose iattention iand iconcern iover itheir iproblems, 

ithey itend ito irespond iby iacknowledging ithe iefforts imade iotherwise imore iproblems iwill iprobe 

itheir iliving. 

 i4.8.3 iReligious iinterventions 

The istudy isought ito idetermine ithe effect iof ireligion ias ian iintervention iagainst ialcohol 

iabuse iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty. iThe ifindings ias ishown iin iTable i4.7 iindicate ithat ithe 

effect iof ireligion ias ian iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse ihas ia ipositive iand istatistically isignificant 

ieffect ion ireducing ialcohol iabuse iand ideaths iamong imembers iof ithe icommunity iwith i(r=0.853; 

ip<0.05). iThis iimplies ithat ithe effect iof ireligion ias ian iintervention istrategy iagainst ialcohol iabuse 

icontribute ito ireduction iof ialcohol iuse iwithin ithe icommunity. iChristians iwho iattend ichurch 

iregularly itend ito istay iaway ifrom ithe ievil ideeds iin ilife iand ialcohol iis ione iof ithe imost idangerous 

isubstances ithat iwhen ipeople iconsume ithey imisbehave iboth iin ipublic iand iprivate ilife. i 
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iReligious icrusades ithat iare imade iannually ihelp ito iboost icommunity igain ispiritual igrowth iand 

istay iaway ifrom ithe ibad ihabits ithat ilead ito iedition iin ilife. 

4.8.4 iFamily iinterventions 

The istudy isought ito iassess ithe effect iof ifamily- ibased iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin 

iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty. iThe ifindings ias ishown iin iTable i4.7 iindicate ithat ifamily- 

ibased iintervention ihave ipositive iand istatistically isignificant ieffect ion ireducing ialcohol iabuse 

iin ithe icommunity iwith i(r=0.817; ip<0.05). iThis iimplies ithat ifamily- ibased iintervention 

icontribute igreatly ito ithe iextent ito iwhich ialcohol iconsumption ican ibe ireduced. iFamily 

imembers ihave ishown ibetter iperformance iin ilife iwhen ithey idecide ito ishare itheir ichallenges iin 

ilife iand iseek iadvice ias iwell ias imotivational italks ion ithe ieffects iof ialcohol iand iother idrug 

isubstance iin ilife. iFamilies iare iknown ito ihold ithe isecrets iof ieveryone iand ihow ithe itrends iin ilife 

iare itherefore igetting ithe iright itherapy ito ialcohol iand isubstance iedicts ican ibe ieasily itreated 

ithrough ifamily imembers. 

4.9 Multiple Regression Analysis 

The istudy iused imultiple ilinear iregression ianalysis ito idetermine ithe icombined ilinear 

irelationship ibetween ithe idependent ivariable i(Alcohol iabuse) iand ithe iindependent ivariables 

i(Community-advocacy , iAnti-alcohol iPeaceful iDemonstrations, iReligious iinterventions iand 

iFamily iinterventions). iThe ifindings ias ishown iin iTable i4.8 ishowed ithat i(R2
 i= i0.913). iThis 

iimplies ithat ithere iis ia ipositive ieffect iof iintervention istrategies ito ireduce ialcohol iabuse iamong 

imembers iof ithe icommunity iand itherefore i91.3% iof ivariation iin icommunity iintervention 

imethods iused iin ireducing ialcohol iabuse iamong imembers iof ithe isociety iis iaccounted ifor iby ithe 

ifollowing istrategies; iCommunity-advocacy , iAnti-alcohol iPeaceful iDemonstrations, iReligious 

iinterventions iand iFamily iinterventions iin ithis istudy iwhereas i8.7% iof ithe iintervention iof 
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ialcohol iabuse iamong imembers iof ithe icommunity iis iaccounted ifor iby iother ifactors ithat iwere 

inot iinvestigated iin ithis istudy. i 

Table 4.8: Multiple Regression Model Summary 

Model R R iSquare 
Adjusted iR 

iSquare 

Std. iError iof ithe 

iEstimate 

1 .955a .913 .912 . i20559 

a. iPredictors: i(Constant), iCommunity-advocacy , iAnti-alcohol iPeaceful iDemonstrations, 

iReligious iinterventions iand iFamily iinterventions. 

4.9.1 iAssessing ithe iFit iof ithe iModel iSummary 

Analysis iof ivariance iwas iused ito idetermine iif ithe imultiple iregression imodels iwere ifit 

ifor ithe idata. iThe iresults ias ishown iin iTable i4.9 iindicated ithat ithe ieffect iof idependent ivariable 

iwas istatistically isignificant i(F=853.929; ip<0.05). iThis iimplied ithat ithe imultiple iregression 

imodel iwas ifit ifor ithe idata, itherefore ithe ioverall iregression imodel ifor iall ithe ivariables 

iCommunity-advocacy , iAnti-alcohol iPeaceful iDemonstrations, iReligious iinterventions iand 

iFamily iinterventions iwas istatistically isignificant iand iaffects ialcohol iabuse iamong imembers iof 

ithe isociety. i 

Table 4.9: ANOVA Test Results 

Model Sum iof 

iSquares 

Df Mean 

iSquare 

F Sig. 

1 Regression 144.378 4 36.094 853.929 .000b 

Residual 13.780 326 .042 
 i  i 

Total 158.157 330 
 i  i  i 

a. iDependent iVariable: ialcohol iabuse i 

b. iPredictors: i(Constant), iCommunity-advocacy , iAnti-alcohol iPeaceful iDemonstrations, 

iReligious iinterventions iand iFamily iinterventions. 

4.9.2 iRegression iCoefficients i 

The iT-test iof istatistical isignificance iof ieach iregression icoefficient iwas iconducted iin 

iorder ito idetermine ithe ibeta i(β) ivalue iwhich ishows ihow istrongly ieach iindependent ivariable 
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iaffects ithe idependent ivariable. iTable i4.10 ishows iresults iof ithe istudy ivariables; ithe iregression 

icoefficients. iThe istudy ifindings irevealed ithat iCommunity-advocacy istrategies ihad ia ipositive 

iand istatistical isignificant ieffect ion ireducing ialcohol iabuse iamong imembers iof ithe isociety 

i(β=0.264; ip<0.05), iAnti-alcohol ipeaceful idemonstration ihad ia ipositive iand istatistical 

isignificant ieffect ion ireducing ialcohol iabuse iamong imembers iof ithe isociety i(β=0.244; ip<0.05), 

iReligious iinterventions ihad ia ipositive iand istatistical isignificant ieffect ion ireducing ialcohol 

iabuse iamong imembers iof ithe isociety i(β=0.324; ip<0.05) iand ifamily iinterventions ihad ia 

ipositive iand istatistical isignificant ieffect ion ireducing ialcohol iabuse iamong imembers iof ithe 

isociety i(β=0.107; ip<0.05). 

Table 4.10: Regression Analysis 

 I 

 i 
Unstandardized 

iCoefficients 

Standardized 

iCoefficients 

t Sig. 

B Std. 

iError 

Beta 

(Constant) .316 .080 
 i 

3.951 .000 

Community-advocacy istrategies .264 .030 .315 8.868 .000 

Anti-alcohol ipeaceful idemonstration .244 .030 .298 8.002 .000 

Religious iinterventions .324 .030 .340 10.90

6 

.000 

Family iinterventions .107 .032 .094 3.349 .001 

From iTable i4.10, ithe imultiple iregression iequation ican ibe iwritten ias: 

Y= i.316 i+ i0.264X1 i+ i0.244X2 i+ i0.324X3 i+ i0.107X4 i.…………………………………(Eq.2) 

The ifindings ican ibe iinterpreted ias; iat iconstant, iCommunity-advocacy , iAnti-alcohol 

iPeaceful iDemonstrations, iReligious iinterventions iand iFamily iinterventions ion ireducing 

ialcohol iabuse iwas iat i0.939 iunits. iThe icoefficient iof i0.264 iindicates ithat ian iimprovement iin 

iCommunity-advocacy iby ione iunit iincreases ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iin ithe icommunity iby 
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i0.264 iunits, ithe icoefficient iof i0.244 iindicates ithat ian iimprovement iin ithe iAnti-alcohol 

iPeaceful iDemonstrations iby ione iunit iincreases ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iin ithe icommunity iby 

i0.244 iunits, ithe icoefficient iof i0.324 iindicates ithat ian iimprovement iin iReligious iinterventions 

iby ione iunit iincreases ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iin ithe icommunity iby i0.324 iunits iand ithe 

icoefficient iof i0.107 iindicates ithat ian iimprovement iin iFamily iinterventions iby ione iunit 

iincreases ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iin ithe icommunity iby i0.107 iunits. 

4.10 Hypothesis Testing i 

In ithis istudy, iall ithe ifour ihypotheses iwere itested iwhere ip ivalue iof iless ithan i0.05 ishows ithere 

iwas isignificant irelationship ibetween ithe ivariables iand inull ihypotheses iwere irejected iwhile ip 

ivalue iof imore ithan i0.05 ishows ithere iwas ino isignificant irelationship ibetween istudy ivariables 

iand ithe istudy ifails ito ireject ithe inull ihypothesis. i i 

4.10.1 iHypothesis iTesting iof iCommunity-advocacy icampaigns ion ireduction iof ialcohol 

iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths i 

The ifirst ihypotheses i(H01) iof ithe istudy istated ithat ithere iis ino isignificant ieffect ibetween ithe 

icommunity-advocacy icampaigns iand ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths. 

iThe istudy iresults ias ishown iin iTable i4.11 iindicated ithat icommunity-advocacy icampaigns ihave 

ia isignificant ieffect ion ireducing ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths i(β1=0.264; 

iP=0.000<0.05). iThe iβ ifactor iof i0.264 iimplies ithat icommunity-advocacy icampaigns ireduce 

ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths iby i26.4%. iThe ip-value iof i0.000 iis iless ithan ithe 

ipredictable ivalue iof i0.05 iwhich iindicates ithat ithe icommunity-advocacy icampaigns ihave ia 

ipositive iand istatistical isignificant ieffect ion ireducing ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths 

iin iKapsabet iWard. I 
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4.10.2 iHypothesis iTesting iof iPeaceful iDemonstrations ion iReduction iof iAlcohol iabuse iand 

ialcohol irelated ideaths 

The isecond ihypotheses i(H02) iof ithe istudy istated ithat ithere iis ino isignificant ieffect ibetween ianti-

alcohol ipeaceful idemonstrations iand ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths. 

iThe istudy iresults ias ishown iin itable i4.11 iindicated ithat ianti-alcohol ipeaceful idemonstrations 

ihave isignificant ieffect ion ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths i(β2=0.244; 

iP=0.001<0.05). iThe iβ ifactor iof i0.244 iimplies ithat ianti-alcohol ipeaceful idemonstrations iaffect 

ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths iby i24.4%. iThe ip-value iof i0.000 iis iless 

ithan ithe ipredictable ivalue iof i0.05 iwhich iindicates ithat ianti-alcohol ipeaceful idemonstrations 

ihave ia ipositive iand istatistical isignificant ieffect ion ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol 

irelated ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard. 

4.10.3 iHypothesis iTesting iof iReligion ias ian iintervention ion ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse 

iand ialcohol irelated ideaths i 

The ithird ihypotheses i(H03) iof ithe istudy istated ithat ithere iis ino isignificant ieffect ibetween 

ireligion ias ian iintervention iand ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths. iThe 

istudy iresults ias ishown iin itable i4.11 iindicated ithat ireligion ias ian iintervention ihas isignificant 

ieffect ion ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths i(β3=0.324; iP=0.000<0.05). iThe 

iβ ifactor iof i0.324 iimplies ithat ireligion ias ian iintervention iaffect ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand 

ialcohol irelated ideaths iby i32.4%. iThe ip-value iof i0.000 iis iless ithan ithe ipredictable ivalue iof i0.05 

iwhich iindicates ithat ireligion ias ian iintervention ihas ia ipositive iand istatistical isignificant ieffect 

ion ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard. 
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4.10.4 iHypothesis iTesting iof iFamily ias ian iintervention ion ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand 

ialcohol irelated ideaths 

The iforth ihypotheses i(H04) iof ithe istudy istated ithat ithere iis ino isignificant ieffect ibetween 

ifamily-based iinterventions iand ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths. iThe 

istudy iresults ias ishown iin itable i4.11 iindicated ithat ifamily-based iinterventions ihas isignificant 

ieffect ion ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths i(β4=0.107; iP=0.001<0.05). iThe 

iβ ifactor iof i0.107 iimplies ithat ifamily-based iinterventions ieffect ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand 

ialcohol irelated ideaths iby i10.7%. iThe ip-value iof i0.001 iis iless ithan ithe ipredictable ivalue iof i0.05 

iwhich iindicates ithat ifamily-based iinterventions ihas ipositive iand istatistical isignificant ieffect ion 

ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard. i 

Table 4.11 Hypothesis Table 

Hypotheses β iand iP ivalues Decision 

irule(accept/reject) 

H01: iThere iis ino isignificant ieffect 

ibetween ithe icommunity-advocacy 

icampaigns iand ireduction iof ialcohol 

iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths. 

β1=0.264; iP=0.000<0.05 Rejected ithe i 

null ihypothesis 

H02: iThere iis ino isignificant ieffect 

ibetween ipeaceful idemonstrations 

iand ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand 

ialcohol irelated ideaths. 

β2=0.244; iP=0.000<0.05 Rejected ithe i 

null ihypothesis 

H03: iThere iis ino isignificant ieffect 

ibetween ireligion ias ian iintervention 

iand ireduction iof ialcohol iabuse iand 

ialcohol irelated ideaths. 

β3=0.324; iP=0.000<0.05 Rejected ithe i 

null ihypothesis 

H04: iThere iis ino isignificant ieffect 

ibetween ifamily-based iand ireduction 

iof ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated 

ideaths. 

β4=0.107;P=0.001<0.05 Rejected ithe i 

null ihypothesis 
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4.11 Results of Interviews 

According ito ithe iinterviews iconducted iby ithe istudy ithe ieffect iof icommunity-advocacy 

icampaigns iagainst ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty 

ishowed ithat isince ithe iimplementation iof ithe iproposed iact, icommunity icampaigns iagainst 

ialcohol iabuse ihave ibeen idone ithrough ivarious imediums. iCommunity ileaders itake iup ichances 

iwhenever ithey iattend iany icommunity ifunction ito iaddress ithe iproblem. iSocial imedia i(Local 

iradio istations iand iface-book igroups) ihave ibeen iengaged ito iteach ipeople iagainst iabuse iof 

ialcohol. iChiefs iand isub-chiefs iare irequired ito iensure ilocal isearch iand iarrest iof ibrewers ithat 

isubvert ithe ilaw. i 

The iqualitative ifindings ion ithe ieffect iof ipeaceful idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol iabuse 

iand ialcohol irelated ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty ishowed ithat ithe irate iof ipeaceful 

idemonstrations iis ivery ilowest. iLocal iwomen iand iyouth igroups ihave ibeen ifully iempowered ito 

ifight iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin ithe iward. iThe icounty igovernment ihas ialso inot iallocated ienough 

iresources ito iempower ithe iyouths iwho iare ijobless. iThe iuse iof inational iand iinternational ibodies 

ilike iNACADA ito ifight ithe iproblem iwas idone ibut ithe ifrequency iof ivisits ito ithe ilocal iresidents 

iwas iminimal. iThe icounty igovernment inever imade ia igood ifollow-up ito iensure icloser iof 

ibrewing idens. 

Further, ithe ieffect iof ireligion ias ian iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet 

iWard i–Nandi iCounty ishowed ithat ireligion iplay isignificant irole iin iminimizing iconsumption iof 

ibeer, ichangaa, iwine iand ispirits. i iReligion iteaches ipeople ihow ito istay ihealth iand igood ilife. 

iTherefore, imost ipeople iwho iattend ito ichurch iservices iare ifree ifrom ithe iburden iand islavery iof 

ialcohol iconsumption. iPastors, iimams, ibishops iand icatechist iuse itheir iown itime ito iteach 

imembers iof ithe icommunity ithe iimportance iof iliving iholly ilife. iThey iemphasized ithat i‘alcohol 

icomprise ithoughts iof ia inormal ihuman ibeing, itherefore istaying iaway ifrom iit ican isave iyour 
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ilife’. iReligious ileaders ihave ifurther iattended irehab icenters ito iteach iChristian ivalues ito ialcohol 

iaddicts iand ithose iwho iaccepted ichange ihave iprospered iin ilife. 

Moreover, ifamily-based iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iWard i–Nandi 

iCounty ihad isignificant ieffect. iRespondents ishowed ithat ifamily iset iup idictate iso imuch iabout 

ithe iliving iwith ior iwithout ialcohol iabuse. iFamily ibased iintervention ican ihelp icure iso imany ilost 

iin ithe idrinking ihabits. iFamily iis ithe inumber ione iand ithe ilast iplace ito iliving iin iand itherefore ithe 

ienvironment ican ichange ithe iway iyou ibehave. iFamily itherapies ihave ihelped ia inumber iof idrug 

iaddicts irecover iwell. iContrary, imany iparents ihave iforced itheir ichildren ito ibe idrunken imen iand 

iwomen ibecause iof itheir ifamily ipressure iand istress. iParents iact ias iexample iand iif ione iabuses 

ialcohol ichildren iwill ialso ido iso ionce iin itheir ilifetime. iParents iinstill ihabits ito itheir ichildren iand 

itheir ibehavior iis icopied iby itheir ichildren. iIt iis itherefore iimportant ithat iparents iremain ito ibe 

iwhat ithey iwant itheir ichildren ito ibe. 

Finally, ithe iqualitative idata ifrom ithe iresponses ishowed ithat ithe icurrent istate iof ialcohol 

iabuse iin iKapsabet iWard i–Nandi iCounty ihave iimproved iby iabout i40% icompared ito ithe itime 

ibefore ienacting ithe iAlcoholic iDrinks iControl iAct iin i2014. iThe imeasures ithat iwere iput iin iplace 

ishows ipositive iresponses itowards icurbing iand ireducing ialcohol iabuse. iDespite ithe ifact ithat 

imany iyouths iare istill iconsuming ialcohol icompared ito ithe ielderly ithe inumbers ihave igown 

idown. iThe iother ichallenge iis ithe inumber iof ialcohol ibrewers ithat istill iexist idespite iclose 

imonitoring ifrom ithe ichief iand ithe isub-chiefs. iIt iis ievident ithat ilocal ibrewers ibribe ifew ilocal 

iauthorities iso ithat itheir ibusiness ican icontinue. 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 Introduction 

 Chapter ifive ipresents ithe isummary iof ifindings, iconclusions idrawn ifrom ithe istudy 

ifindings, irecommendations imade ito iimprove ithe isituation iby ireducing ialcohol iabuse. iThe 

istudy ibased iits iresults ion ithe iassessment iof ithe ieffect iof icommunity iintervention imethods iin 

ireducing ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iward, iNandi iCounty. 

5.2 Summary of the Study Findings  

The istudy imade isummary iof ithe ifindings ibased ion ithe ifour ispecific iobjectives iin 

iresearch istudy. iThe ifirst iwas ito idetermine ithe ieffect iof icommunity-advocacy icampaigns 

iagainst ialcohol iabuse iand ideaths, isecond iwas idetermine ithe ieffect iof ipeaceful idemonstrations 

iagainst ialcohol iabuse iand ideaths, ithird iwas ito iassess ithe ieffect iof ireligion ias ian iintervention 

iagainst ialcohol iabuse iand ifourth iwas ito iassess ithe ieffect iof ifamily- ibased iintervention iagainst 

ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iWard iNandi iCounty. i 

5.2.1 iCommunity iBased iInterventions 

The istudy ifindings ion ithe ieffect iof icommunity ibased iinterventions ishowed ithat ithe 

imajority iof ithe irespondents iagreed ithat ithe ipolicies iregarding ilocal ibrewing iare idisregarded iby 

imany ibrewers ibecause iyou istill ifind ithe ichangaa iand ibusaa ievery iday iby ibribing ilaw ienforcers. 

iThe isociety ihas inot itaken istrict imeasures ito iensure ithat idrinking ihabits iare iminimized isince 

ibrewers iand ibar isellers iallow icustomers ito idrink iat ithe ipoint iof iselling. iUnlike iin ithe 

ideveloped icountries ishops iselling ialcohol icannot ibe iallowed ito ilet itheir icustomers idrink iwhilst 

iwithin ithe ishop, iinstead ithey itake ithem ihome. i iLeaders ihowever ihas ithe itask ito iensure ithat 

itheir iarea iof iauthority iis ialcohol ifree iif ithey iare idedicated ito isave ithe ilives iof ithe iyoung 
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igeneration. iIronically isome ichiefs iand itheir iassistance icollude iwith ithe ibrewers iso ithat ithe 

ibusiness ican icontinue. i 

5.2.2 iPeaceful iDemonstrations i 

The istudy ifindings ion ithe ieffect iof ipeaceful idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol iabuse iand 

ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty ishowed ithat iMajority iof ithe irespondents idisagreed 

iwith ithe ifact ithat iregular ianti-alcohol icampaigns iare idone ias ia iway iof ipeaceful idemonstrations 

iagainst ialcohol iabuse. iThere iis ineed ito iimprove icampaigns iin ithe isociety iagainst ialcohol 

iabuse. iLocal iauthorities iand iinternational ibodies ishould ibe iinvited ito ithe icommunity ilevels 

iregularly ifor ithe ipurpose iof ireminding ithe isociety idangers ilinked ito ialcohol iabuse. iAnother 

irespondent iobserved ithat ischools iare igood itraining igrounds ito isharpen ithe icharacters iof iyoung 

igeneration iand itherefore ithe igovernment ineed ito iconsider iemphasizing ibetter iteaching ion ithe 

iuses iof ialcohol iand ithe ieffect ion ithe isociety. i i iThe iuse iof isocial imedia, ithe iexisting iyouth 

igroups iand iwomen igroups iin ithe isociety ican igreatly icontribute itowards ireduction iof ialcohol 

iconsumption. i 

5.2.3 iReligion 

The istudy ifindings ion ireligion ias ian iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet 

iWard i– iNandi iCounty ishowed ithat imajority iof ithe irespondents iaccepted ithat ireligious ileaders 

iare iclose imentors ito imany ipeople iin ithe isociety iand itherefore iit iis itheir iduty ito icriticize iand 

icondemn ithe iuse iof ialcohol iand idrug isubstance. i iTheir ibold istand iin icondemning ithe iuse iof 

ialcohol iwill isave imany ilives iif ithe isociety ifollows itheir iguidance ias iindicated iin ithe iholy ibooks 

iof iGod isuch ias ithe ibible. iThe iBible ialso idid inot icontain ilanguage ispecific ito ialcohol iaddiction, 

ibut iit ican ibe ifound iin isome iof ithe iverses: iAlcohol i“bites ilike ia isnake iand ipoisons ilike ia iviper: 

iAlcohol ileads iyou i“astray” iwhich iis i“not iwise” iGetting idrunk ileads ito i“reckless iindiscretion” 

iProverbs i23:32 i. iAnother iverse iis iProverbs i23:20: i"Do inot ijoin ithose iwho idrink itoo imuch iwine 
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ior igorge ithemselves ion imeat, ifor idrunkards iand igluttons ibecome ipoor, iand idrowsiness iclothes 

ithem iin irags." i... iEphesians i5:18: i"Do inot iget idrunk ion iwine, iwhich ileads ito idebauchery. 

iInstead, ibe ifilled iwith ithe iSpirit." i 

5.2.4 iFamily-Based iInterventions 

Finally ithe istudy ifindings ion ieffect iof ifamily- ibased iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse 

iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty ishowed ithat iparents iare ialways inumber ione irole imodels ito 

itheir ichildren iand itherefore itheir ichampioning iin idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol iabuse iwill 

ileave itheir ichildren iand iyouths iliving ithe isame ilifestyle. iSome iparents icontribute ito ithe 

idrinking iproblems iof itheir ichildren ibecause ithey ido inot isupport ineeds iof itheir ichildren ieven iat 

iadulthood ileading ito istress iand idepression. iTo igap ithe imenace, ione iof ithe ielders imentioned 

ithat i“parents ishould ialways ilive ia ilife ithey idesire itheir ichildren ito ibe iin ifuture isince ithey iare 

ithe irole imodels ifor ichildren iagainst ithe iuse iof ialcohol ibecause ichildren icopy ithe ilifestyle iof 

itheir iparents’. i 

5.3 Conclusions of Study Findings 

In iconclusion ithe ion icommunity iadvocacy ; ipolicies iregarding ilocal ibrewing iare 

idisregarded iby imany ibrewers ibecause ithey icontinue ibrewing ichangaa iand ibusaa ievery iday. 

iAlso isociety ihas inot itaken istrict imeasures ito iensure ithat idrinking ihabits iare iminimized ibecause 

imany ipeople iare istill iconsuming ialcohol iillegally idespite ithe imeasures iput iin iplace. i 

Also ithere iare ilow ianti-alcohol icampaigns idone ion ipeaceful idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol 

iabuse. iRespondents iconfirmed ithat iminimal iefforts ihave ibeen idone iby ithe icounty igovernment 

ito isupport ilocal iyouths, iactivists iand icampaigns ifrom iNACADA iand iother igroups ion ianti-

alcohol iprograms. iThe ipolicies iand iregulations ion ianti-alcohol ipeaceful idemonstrations icannot 

ibe iachieved ibecause ipersonnel iare inot idedicated ito isource ifunds inecessary ito isteer ipeaceful 
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idemonstrations. iDrama iand imusic ifestivals ican ibe iutilized ito iemphasize ithemes ithat iaddress 

ithe iproblems iaffecting ithe iyouths iespecially ialcohol iabuse iand iother idrug isubstance 

Also ireligious ileaders iare iclose imentors ito imany ipeople iin ithe isociety iand itherefore iit iis 

itheir iduty ito icriticize iand icondemn ithe iuse iof ialcohol iand idrug isubstance. iTheir ibold istand iin 

icondemning ithe iuse iof ialcohol iwill isave imany ilives iif ithe isociety ileave iby itheir iguiding ias 

iindicated iin ithe iholy ibooks iof iGod ilike ibible. iChristians iwho iattend ichurch iregularly itend ito 

istay iaway ifrom ithe ievil ideeds iin ilife iand ialcohol iis ione iof ithe imost idangerous isubstances ithat 

iwhen ipeople iconsume ithey imisbehave iboth iin ipublic iand iprivate ilife. i iReligious icrusades ithat 

iare imade iannually ihelp ito iboost icommunity igain ispiritual igrowth iand istay iaway ifrom ithe ibad 

ihabits ithat ilead ito iedition iin ilife. 

Further iparents iare ialways inumber ione irole imodels ito itheir ichildren iand itherefore itheir 

ichampioning iin idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol iabuse iwill ileave itheir ichildren iand iyouths 

iliving ithe isame ilifestyle. iFamilies iare iknown ito ihold ithe isecret iof ieveryone iand ihow ithe itrends 

iin ilife iare itherefore igetting ithe iright itherapy ito ialcohol iand isubstance iedicts ican ibe ieasily 

itreated ithrough ifamily imembers. iParents ishould ialways ilive ia ilife ithey idesire itheir ichildren ito 

ibe iin ifuture. 

5.4 Recommendations of Study Findings 

The istudy imade ithe ifollowing irecommendations ibased ion ithe istudy ifindings: i iThe 

istudy irecommends ito ithe icounty igovernment ito iput imore ipressure ion ifollow-ups iagainst ilaw 

ibreakers iwho icontinue ito ibrew ibusaa iand ichangaa. iAlso ileaders iwho iare inot idedicated ito iserve 

icitizens ishould ibe iforced ito iresign iunder ithe iconstitution. 

The istudy ialso irecommends ito ithe icounty igovernment ito iintroduce iregular ianti-alcohol 

ipeaceful idemonstrations iand icampaigns idone iby ivarious iorganizations iagainst iexcessive iuse 

iof ialcohol. iThe iministry iof ihealth ineeds ito iinvite iboth ilocal iand iinternational ibodies ithat 
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ichampions iagainst ialcohol iabuse. iLocal iyouth igroup, iwomen igroups, iNACADA, iMinistry iof 

iHealth, iall iChristian idenominations ishould ibe iinvolved iin ithe ifight iagainst ireducing ialcohol 

iand isubstance iabuse. i 

On ireligious iperspective ithe istudy irecommends ito iall ireligious ileaders ithat ithey ishould 

ilead iby iexample iand ilive ia iChristian ilife ibecause imany iyoung iand iold ipeople iin ithe isociety iuse 

ithem ias ithe irole imodels. iFinally ion ifamily iintervention, iparents iare irecommended ito ishare 

imore iinsights ion ithe iuse iof ialcohol iwith itheir ichildren. iThey ishould ibe iopen ito icommunicate 

iwith ichildren iand iclarify iexpectations iregarding ialcohol iuse iat ithe ifamily iset iup. iThis iwill ihelp 

imany iunderstand ithat ialcohol iis inot igood ieven iat iold iage. iSince iparents iare irole imodels 

ichildren iwill ialso iact ias ithey iare idoing. 

5.5 iRecommendations ifor iFurther iResearch i 

The ifocus iof ithe icurrent istudy iwas ito iassess ithe ieffect iof icommunity iinterventions 

imethods iin ireducing ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iward, iNandi iCounty. iThe istudy irecommends 

ifurther iresearch ito ibe idone ion ithe imajor icauses iof ialcohol iabuse iin iNandi iCounty. 

  



79 

 

REFERENCES 

Abdulmalik, J., & Gureje, O. (2018). Emerging Mental Health Systems in sub-Saharan 

Africa. Contemporary Issues in Mental Health Care in sub-Saharan Africa, 1. 

Akuru, U. B., Onukwube, I. E., Okoro, O. I., & Obe, E. S. (2017). Towards 100% renewable 

energy in Nigeria. Renewable and Sustainable Energy Reviews, 71, 943-953. 

Barday, K. A., Karanjkar, M. S., Finch, S. W., Browne, K. A., Heard, N. W., Patel, A. H., ... 

& Brannon, J. B. (2019). U.S. Patent No. 10,289,867.  

Barnes, B. (2014). Interests and the Growth of Knowledge (RLE Social Theory). New York , 

US: Routledge. 

Bedford, D. S., & Speklé, R. F. (2018). Construct Validity in Survey-based Management 

Accounting and Control Research. Journal of Management Accounting 

Research, 30(2), 23-58. 

Bodenhausen, G. V., Schwarz, N., Bless, H., & Wänke, M. (1995). Effects of atypical 

exemplars on racial beliefs: Enlightened racism or generalized appraisals. Journal 

of Experimental Social Psychology, 31(1), 48-63. 

Brook, J. S., Brook, D. W., Gordon, A. S., Whiteman, M., & Cohen, P. (1990). The 

psychosocial etiology of adolescent drug use: a family interactional 

approach. Genetic, social, and general psychology monographs. 

Burridge, A., Heller, C., Huemer, M., King, N., Lakhdar, M., Leuenberger, C., ... & Morocco, 

N. B. (2019). Open borders: In Defense of Free Movement (Vol. 41). University of 

Georgia Press. 

Chemworsio, A. (2019). Perceptions of Supervisors on Alcohol and Substance Abuse on 

Employees’ Performance in Institutions: A Case of Moi Teaching and Referral 

Hospital. Nairobi, Kenya: United States International University-Africa. 

Chilenski, S. M., Perkins, D. F., Olson, J., Hoffman, L., Feinberg, M. E., Greenberg, M., ... & 

Spoth, R. (2016). The power of a collaborative relationship between technical 

assistance providers and community prevention teams: A correlational and 

longitudinal study. Evaluation and program planning, 54, 19-29. 

Cost, D. S. (2017). Compulsory education and resilience in Northern Alaska: The role of 

social learning and youth in healthy sustainable communities. University of Alaska 

Fairbanks. 

Cronbach’s, L. J. (1951). Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests”: Psychometric, 

16. 

Crowley, M., & Jones, D. (2017). Valuing our Communities: Ethical Considerations for 

Economic Evaluation of Community‐based Prevention. American journal of 

Community Psychology, 60(3-4), 309-315. 



80 

 

Das, J. K., Salam, R. A., Arshad, A., Finkelstein, Y., & Bhutta, Z. A. (2016). Interventions for 

Adolescent Substance Abuse: An Overview of Systematic Reviews. Journal of 

Adolescent Health, 59(4), S61-S75. 

Das, J. K., Salam, R. A., Lassi, Z. S., Khan, M. N., Mahmood, W., Patel, V., & Bhutta, Z. A. 

(2016). Interventions for Adolescent Mental Health: an Overview of Systematic 

Reviews. Journal of Adolescent Health, 59(4), S49-S60. 

Das, J. K., Salam, R. A., Lassi, Z. S., Khan, M. N., Mahmood, W., Patel, V., & Bhutta, Z. A. 

(2016). Interventions for adolescent mental health: an overview of systematic 

reviews. Journal of Adolescent Health, 59(4), S49-S60. 

Derges, J., Kidger, J., Fox, F., Campbell, R., Kaner, E., & Hickman, M. (2017). Alcohol 

Screening and Brief Interventions for Adults and Young People in Health and 

Community-based Settings: a Qualitative Systematic Literature Review. BMC 

Public Health, 17(1), 562. 

Devos, T., & Banaji, M. R. (2005). American= white?. Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, 88(3), 447. 

Donaldson, C. D., Handren, L. M., & Crano, W. D. (2016). The Enduring Effect of Parents’ 

Monitoring, Warmth, Expectancies, And Alcohol Use on Their Children’s Future 

Binge Drinking And Arrests: A Longitudinal Analysis. Prevention science, 17(5), 

606-614. 

Eckermann, S., & McCaffrey, N. (2017). Beyond the Individual: Evaluating Community-

Based Health Promotion and Prevention Strategies and Palliative Care Domains of 

Effect. In Health Economics from Theory to Practice 1(2) 91-106.  

Erickson, C. K. (2018). The Science of Addiction: From Neurobiology to Treatment. New 

York, US: WW Norton & Company. 

Gomez, R., & Fliss, J. (2019). A Community-based Prevention Approach: Examples from the 

Field. Child and Adolescent Social Work Journal, 36(1), 65-74. 

Harding, F. M., Hingson, R. W., Klitzner, M., Mosher, J. F., Brown, J., Vincent, R. M., ... & 

Cannon, C. L. (2016). Underage drinking: a review of trends and prevention 

strategies. American Journal of Preventive Medicine, 51(4), S148-S157. 

Hoare, E., Thorisdóttir, I. E., Kristjansson, A. L., Sigfusdóttir, I. D., Hayward, J., Allender, S., 

... & Jacka, F. (2019). Lessons from Iceland: Developing scalable and sustainable 

community approaches for the prevention of mental disorders in young 

Australians. Mental Health & Prevention, 15, 200166. 

James, K., & Jordan, A. (2018). The Opioid Crisis in Black Communities. The Journal of 

Law, Medicine & Ethics, 46(2), 404-421. 

Johnson, S. L. (2017). Therapist's guide to clinical intervention: The 1-2-3's of treatment 

planning. Massachusetts, US: Academic Press. 

Kebede, D., Alem, A., Mitike, G., Enquselassie, F., Berhane, F., Abebe, Y., ... & 

Gebremichael, T. (2015). Khat and alcohol use and risky sex behaviour among in-

school and out-of-school youth in Ethiopia. BMC public health, 5(1), 109. 



81 

 

Koca-Atabey, M. (2016). Gezi park protests in Turkey: how can death be related to the 

protests?. Journal of Balkan and near eastern studies, 18(4), 422-430. 

Leatherdale, S. T. (2019). Natural Experiment Methodology for Research: a Review of How 

Different Methods can Support real-world Research. International Journal of 

Social Research Methodology, 22(1), 19-35. 

Lee, M. J. (2018). College Students’ Responses to Emotional Anti–Alcohol Abuse Media 

Messages: Should We Scare or Amuse Them?. Health promotion practice, 19(3), 

465-474. 

Letourneau, E. J., Schaeffer, C. M., Bradshaw, C. P., & Feder, K. A. (2017). Preventing the 

Onset of Child Sexual Abuse by Targeting Young Adolescents with Universal 

Prevention Programming. Child Maltreatment, 22(2), 100-111. 

Li, S., Stampfer, M. J., Williams, D. R., & VanderWeele, T. J. (2016). Association of 

religious service attendance with mortality among women. JAMA internal 

medicine, 176(6), 777-785. 

Lin, E. S., Flanagan, S. K., Varga, S. M., Zaff, J. F., & Margolius, M. (2019). The Effect of 

Comprehensive Community Initiatives on Population‐Level Child, Youth, and 

Family Outcomes: A Systematic Review. American journal of community 

psychology 7(17), 301-319. 

Lovegrove, M. C., Dowell, D., Geller, A. I., Goring, S. K., Rose, K. O., Weidle, N. J., & 

Budnitz, D. S. (2019). US emergency department visits for acute harms from 

prescription opioid use, 2016–2017. American journal of public health, 109(5), 

784-791. 

Mahugu, M., Agak, J., Kabuka, E., & Ekitala, A. (2016). Surveying the Damage: The 

Consequences of Alcohol Misuse Among Students in Public Universities in Uasin 

Gishu County, Kenya. Sociology and Anthropology, 4(10), 870-875. 

Manuel, P. C., & Glatzer, M. (Eds.). (2018). Faith-Based Organizations and Social Welfare: 

Associational Life and Religion in Contemporary Western Europe. New York City, 

US: Springer. 

McKnight-Eily, L. R., Okoro, C. A., Mejia, R., Denny, C. H., Higgins-Biddle, J., Hungerford, 

D., ... & Sniezek, J. E. (2017). Screening for Excessive Alcohol use and Brief 

Counseling of Adults—17 States and the District of Columbia, 2014. MMWR. 

Morbidity and Mortality Weekly Report, 66(12), 313. 

Moore, R. S., Gilder, D. A., Grube, J. W., Lee, J. P., Geisler, J. A., Friese, B., ... & Ehlers, C. 

L. (2018). Prevention of underage drinking on California Indian reservations using 

individual-and community-level approaches. American journal of public 

health, 108(8), 1035-1041. 

Mosier, N. S., & Ileleji, K. E. (2019). How Fuel Ethanol is Made from Corn. 

In Bioenergy (pp. 539-544). Academic Press. 

Muturi, N. (2016). Community perspectives on communication strategies for alcohol abuse 

prevention in rural central Kenya. Journal of health communication, 21(3), 309-

317. 



82 

 

Newcombe, D., Tanielu-Stowers, H., McDermott, R., Stephen, J., & Nosa, V. (2016). The 

Validation of the Alcohol, Smoking and Substance Involvement Screening Test 

(ASSIST) amongst pacific people in New Zealand. NZJ Psychol, 45(1). 

O'Hara, K. L., Sandler, I. N., Wolchik, S. A., & Tein, J. Y. (2019). Coping in context: The 

effects of long-term relations between interparental conflict and coping on the 

development of child psychopathology following parental divorce. Development 

and psychopathology, 31(5), 1695-1713. 

Okoro, U. J., Carey, K. B., Johnson, B. T., Carey, M. P., & Scott-Sheldon, L. A. (2019). 

Alcohol Consumption, Risky Sexual Behaviors, and HIV in Nigeria: A Meta-

Analytic Review. Current Drug Research Reviews Formerly: Current Drug Abuse 

Reviews, 11(2), 92-110. 

Pettifor, A., Lippman, S. A., Gottert, A., Suchindran, C. M., Selin, A., Peacock, D., ... & 

Tollman, S. (2018). Community Mobilization to Modify Harmful Gender Norms 

and Reduce HIV risk: Results from a Community Cluster Randomized Trial in 

South Africa. Journal of the International AIDS Society, 21(7), e25134. 

Ransome, Y., Haeny, A. M., McDowell, Y. E., & Jordan, A. (2019). Religious involvement 

and racial disparities in opioid use disorder between 2004–2005 and 2012–2013: 

Results from the National Epidemiologic Survey on Alcohol and Related 

Conditions. Drug and alcohol dependence, 205, 107615. 

Rasmus, S. M., Charles, B., John, S., & Allen, J. (2019). With a spirit that understands: 

Reflections on a long‐term community science initiative to end suicide in 

Alaska. American journal of community psychology, 64(1-2), 34-45. 

Razvodovsky, Y. E. (2016). The Effect of Gorbachev’s Anti-alcohol Campaign on 

Cardiovascular Mortality in Belarus. J Hear Health, 2(4). 

Savic, R., Troeger, C., Blacker, B., Khalil, I. A., Rao, P. C., Cao, J., Zimsen, S. R., ... & 

Adetifa, I. M. O. (2018). Estimates of the Global, Regional, and National 

Morbidity, Mortality, and Aetiologies of Lower Respiratory Infections in 195 

countries, 1990–2016: a systematic analysis for the Global Burden of Disease Study 

2016. The Lancet Infectious Diseases, 18(11), 1191-1210. 

Savic, M., Room, R., Mugavin, J., Pennay, A., & Livingston, M. (2016). Defining “drinking 

culture”: A critical review of its meaning and connotation in social research on 

alcohol problems. Drugs: Education, Prevention and Policy, 23(4), 270-282. 

Schifano, F., Chiappini, S., Corkery, J. M., & Guirguis, A. (2019). Assessing the 2004–2018 

fentanyl misusing issues reported to an international range of adverse reporting 

systems. Frontiers in pharmacology, 10, 46. 

Setlalentoa, M., Ryke, E., & Strydom, H. (2015). Intervention Strategies used to Address 

Alcohol Abuse in the North West province, South Africa. Social Work, 51(1), 80-

100. 

Shen, A. (2019). Marketing Preventive Health to Baby Boomers: What if Unhealthy 

Lifestyles are Attributable to the Counterculture?. Journal of 

Macromarketing, 39(2), 151-165. 



83 

 

Shields-Zeeman, L., Pathare, S., Walters, B. H., Kapadia-Kundu, N., & Joag, K. (2017). 

Promoting wellbeing and improving access to mental health care through 

community champions in rural India: the Atmiyata intervention 

approach. International journal of mental health systems, 11(1), 6. 

Smith, P. A. (2019). Booster Samples of Marginal Groups vs Separate Focused Studies. 

Midtown Manhattan. US: Springer. 

Stallwitz, A. (2016). Approaching rural drug issues from the perspective of community 

psychology. The Routledge International Handbook of Rural Criminology, 265. 

Steers, M. L. N., Chen, T. A., Neisler, J., Obasi, E. M., McNeill, L. H., & Reitzel, L. R. 

(2019). The buffering effect of social support on the relationship between 

discrimination and psychological distress among church-going African-American 

adults. Behaviour research and therapy, 1(15), 121-128. 

Stockings, E., Bartlem, K., Hall, A., Hodder, R., Gilligan, C., Wiggers, J., ... & Wolfenden, L. 

(2018). Whole‐of‐community interventions to reduce population‐level harms 

arising from alcohol and other drug use: a systematic review and meta‐
analysis. Addiction, 113(11), 1984-2018. 

Sudhinaraset, M., Wigglesworth, C., & Takeuchi, D. T. (2016). Social and cultural contexts of 

alcohol use: Influences in a social–ecological framework. Alcohol research: current 

reviews. 

Sumnall, H. R., &. Gage, S. H. (2019). Rat Park: How a rat paradise changed the narrative of 

addiction. Addiction. 

Sumnall, H. R. (2019). The Substance-Use Prevention Workforce: An International 

Perspective. In Prevention of Substance Use 4(10), 395-412.  

Sutton, N. (2018). Protecting College Students with Good Samaritan Policies: A Call to 

Action!. Atlanta, United States: Georgia State University. 

Taylor, N. (2019). Potential effects of price-based climate policies on rural people and 

communities: a review and scoping of issues for social effect assessment. 

Thompson, W. E. (2017). Social Support, Religious Involvement and Alcohol use Among 

Students at a Conservative Religious University. Behavioral Sciences, 7(2), 34. 

Umhau, J. C. (2019). Conquering the Craving: Treatment to Curb Alcohol Use 

Disorder. Journal of Christian Nursing, 36(3), 148-156. 

Vangrieken, K., Meredith, C., Packer, T., & Kyndt, E. (2017). Teacher communities as a 

context for professional development: A systematic review. Teaching and teacher 

education, 61, 47-59. 

Vu, H. M., Tran, T. T., Vu, G. T., Nguyen, C. T., Nguyen, C. M., Vu, L. G., ... & Ho, R. 

(2019). Alcohol use Disorder among Patients Suffered from Road Collisions in a 

Vietnamese Delta Province. International Journal of Environmental Research and 

Public Health, 16(13), 2423. 



84 

 

Wato, B. S., Maina, R. U. G. A. M. I., & Stephen, M. U. A. T. H. E. (2019). Influence of 

Drug Demand Reduction Strategy Implementation on Organizational Performance 

of National Authority for the Campaign against Alcohol and Drug Abuse 

(NACADA), Kenya. International Journal of Project Management, 1(1). 

Wellman, N., Newton, D. W., Wang, D., Wei, W., Waldman, D. A., & LePine, J. A. (2019). 

Meeting the need or falling in line? The effect of laissez‐faire formal leaders on 

informal leadership. Personnel Psychology, 72(3), 337-359. 

Witkiewitz, K., & Vowles, K. E. (2018). Alcohol and Opioid use, co‐use, and Chronic Pain in 

the Context of the Opioid Epidemic: A Critical Review. Alcoholism: clinical and 

experimental research, 42(3), 478-488. 

World Health Organization. (2019). Global Status Report on Alcohol and Health 2018. 

Geneva, Switzerland: World Health Organization. 

  



85 

 

APPENDICES 

APPENDIX I: INTRODUCTION BY THE RESEARCHER 

I iam iKiprono iMathew iKiprotich iA imasters istudent iUniversity iof iEastern iAfrica iBaraton. iI iam 

iconducting ithis idissertational iresearch iin iKapsabet iward, iNandy icounty iKenya. i iThis istudy 

iwill itarget ithe ireligious ileaders, icommunity igroup ileaders, icommunity ileaders iand icommunity 

ipolicing ileaders iof iKapsabet iward. iThe iresearcher iwill iinterview ithe iarea iMCA, iChiefs, 

iAdministration ipolice, iand iHuman irights iRepresentative. iClosed iended iQuestionnaires iand 

iInterview ischedules iwas iused ias ithe iresearch itools. iThe iquestionnaires iwas isub-divided iin 

ivarious isections isuch ias ithe idemographic iinformation, icommunity-advocacy iinterventions, 

iAnti-alcohol ipeaceful idemonstrations, iReligious iinterventions iand ifamily ibased iinterventions 

iand itheir ieffectiveness ion ialcoholism ireduction. iThe iInterview ischedules iwill ihave iopen iended 

iquestions ithat iare iaimed iat iobtaining ia icomprehensive iexplanation iof ithe iimplementation iof 

ithe ivarious iintervention itechniques iand ithe ichallenges ifaced. iThese iinstruments ihave ibeen 

itested ifor iconsistency iand iclarity iusing iCronbach’s iAlpha ireliability iscale iand ifound ito ibe 

ireliable iin iproviding iconsistent iinformation. 

Consent ifor iParticipation iby ithe iRespondent 

I ivolunteer ito iparticipate iin ia iresearch iproject iconducted iby iKiprono iMathew iRotich ifrom 

iUniversity iof iEastern iAfrica iBaraton. iI iunderstand ithat ithe iproject iis idesigned ito igather 

iinformation iabout iacademic iwork. iI iwas ione iof iapproximately i15 ipeople ibeing iinterviewed ifor 

ithis iresearch. i 

1. My iparticipation iin ithis iproject iis ivoluntary. iI iunderstand ithat iI iwill inot ibe ipaid ifor imy 

iparticipation. iI imay iwithdraw iand idiscontinue iparticipation iat iany itime iwithout ipenalty 

ior iintimidation. i 

2. I iunderstand ithat imost iinterviewees iin ithis istudy iwill ifind ithe idiscussion iinteresting iand 

ithought-provoking. iIf, ihowever, iI ifeel iuncomfortable iin iany iway iduring ithe iinterview 

isession, iI ihave ithe iright ito idecline ito ianswer iany iquestion ior ito iend ithe iinterview. i 

3. Participation iinvolves ibeing iinterviewed iby ithe iresearcher iin iform iof ia iquestionnaire ior 

ian iinterview ischedule. iThe iinterview iwill ilast iapproximately i15-30 iminutes. iI iallow ithe 

iresearcher(s) ito itake iwritten inotes iduring ithe iinterview. iI ialso imay iallow ithe irecording 

i(by iaudio/video itape) iof ithe iinterview. iIt iis iclear ito ime ithat iin icase iI ido inot iwant ithe 
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iinterview ito ibe itaped iI iam iat iany ipoint iof itime ifully ientitled ito iwithdraw ifrom 

iparticipation. i 

4.  iI iunderstand ithat ithe iresearcher iwill inot iidentify ime iby iname iin iany ireports iusing 

iinformation iobtained ifrom ithis iinterview, iand ithat imy iconfidentiality ias ia iparticipant iin 

ithis istudy iwill iremain isecure. iSubsequent iuses iof irecords iand idata iwas isubject ito 

istandard idata iuse ipolicies iwhich iprotect ithe ianonymity iof iindividuals iand iinstitutions 

ithereof. i 

5. (For iPolice iOfficers) iAdministrators ifrom imy iworking istation iand ijurisdiction iwill 

ineither ibe ipresent iat ithe iinterview inor ihave iaccess ito iraw inotes ior itranscripts. iThis 

iprecaution iwill iprevent imy iindividual icomments ifrom ihaving iany inegative 

irepercussions. i 

6. I iunderstand ithat ithis iresearch istudy ihas ibeen ireviewed iand iapproved iby ithe 

iInstitutional iResearch iand iEthics iCommittee iStudies iInvolving iHuman iSubjects: 

iBehavioral iSciences iCommittee iat ithe iUniversity iof iEastern iAfrica iBaraton. i 

7. I ihave ibeen igiven isufficient iinformation iabout ithis iresearch iproject. iThe ipurpose iof imy 

iparticipation ias ian iinterviewee iin ithis iproject ihas ibeen iexplained ito ime iand iis iclear. iI 

ihave ihad iall imy iquestions ianswered ito imy isatisfaction, iand iI ivoluntarily iagree ito 

iparticipate iin ithis iresearch. i 

8. I ihave ibeen igiven ia icopy iof ithis iconsent iform. i 

 

____________________________ i i i i i i________________________ 

My iSignature iDate    Date 

____________________________ i i i i i i________________________ 

My iPrinted iName i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iSignature iof ithe iInterviewer 

For ifurther iInformation, iplease icontact: 

Kiprono iMathew iKiprotich 

Phone:+254711360228 

Email: itaimathew@gmail.com 
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APPENDIX II: QUESTIONNAIRE FOR COMMUNITY MEMBERS 

SECTION A: BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1. Gender; i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

Male  { i i} i i i i 

Female  { i i} 

2. Age ibracket; i 

18-29 iyears i { i i} i 

30-39 iyears i { i i} i 

40-49 iyears { i i} i 

Over i51 iyears { i i} 

3. Education ilevel; i 

Certificate i  { i i} i 

Diploma i  { i i} i 

Undergraduate i { i i} i 

Post igraduate  { i i} 
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SECTION iB: iCOMMUNITY-ADVOCACY iCAMPAIGNS iAGAINST iALCOHOL 

iABUSE i 

4. Respond ito ithe iquestions ibelow iby iticking ithe ibox ithat ibest idescribes iyour iopinion ion 

ieffect icommunity-advocacy icampaigns iagainst ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated 

ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard i( iKey: iSD- iStrongly idisagree, i iD- idisagree, iU- iundecided, iA- 

iagree, iSA- istrongly iagree). 

There iis ineed ito ireview isome inorms iin iour isociety i(i.e ialcohol 

idrinking ihabits iduring icultural ifunctions) ibecause iculture iplays ia 

ikey irole iin ithe iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse. I 

SD D U A SA 

Leaders imobilize ithe icommunity ito iavoid ialcohol iabuse iwhenever 

ithere iis ia icommunity igathering. 

     

Our icommunity ihas ionly ilimited ienergy iand iresources ito idirect 

itowards ithe iproblem iof idrug iabuse. 

     

Policies iregarding ilocal ibrewing iare idisregarded iby imany ibrewers 

ibecause iyou istill ifind ithe ichangaa iand ibusaa ievery iday. 

     

Most iof ithe icommunity ibased iprograms irely ion icoalitions iof 

icommunity istakeholders ito icollaboratively iplan iand icoordinate 

iprevention iactivities. 

     

Youths iin ithe icommunity ihave ibeen imobilized ito ibe ithe i 

iforerunners iagainst ialcohol iabuse i i 
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SECTION iC: iPEACEFUL iDEMONSTRATIONS iAGAINST iALCOHOL iABUSE i 

5. Respond ito ithe iquestions ibelow iby iticking ithe ibox ithat ithe ibest idescribes iyour iopinion 

ion ieffect ipeaceful idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated ideaths iin 

iKapsabet iWard i( iKey: iSD- iStrongly idisagree, i iD- idisagree, iU- iundecided, iA- iagree, 

iSA- istrongly iagree). 

 SD D U A SA 

There iare iregular ianti-alcohol icampaigns idone iby ivarious 

iorganizations i(for iexample iNACADA) iagainst iexcessive iuse iof 

ialcohol. 

     

Schools iare iused ito itrain ipupils ion ieffects iof ialcohols i      

Themes ion idrama iand imusic ifestivals iare isometimes iused ito 

idemonstrate ieffects iof ialcohol iabuse iin ithe isociety. 

     

Women igroups iand iyouth igroups iare iused ito imobilize ithe isociety 

iagainst imisuse iof idrug isubstance iespecially ialcohol. I 

     

Christian igatherings iteach iagainst iuse iof ialcohol iand iother idrug 

isubstance. 
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SECTION iD: iEFFECT iOF iRELIGION iAS iAN iINTERVENTION iAGAINST 

iALCOHOL iABUSE i 

6. Respond ito ithe iquestions ibelow iby iticking ithe ibox ithat ithe ibest idescribes iyour iopinion 

ion ieffect iof ireligion ias ian iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iWard i( iKey: 

iSD- iStrongly idisagree, i iD- idisagree, iU- iundecided, iA- iagree, iSA- istrongly iagree). 

 SD D U A SA 

Religious ileaders ifrequently iurge ithe ilocal icommunity ito idesist 

ifrom iabusing ialcohol. 

     

Religious iteachings iforbid iuse iof idrugs iand itherefore iencourage 

iChristians ito ileave ihealth ilife. 

     

Churches icampaign ipersistently iagainst ithe iuse iof ialcohol iand 

iother idrug isubstance isince iit ibreaks ifamilies. 

     

Religious iparticipation iaddress imany iissues ithat ican ilead ipeople 

ito ialcohol ior idrug idependency ithat imedical iinterventions ialone 

ican ifail ito iaddress. 

     

Fewer ireligious ibelievers iare iassociated ito igreater irisk iof idrug iand 

ialcohol iuse 
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SECTION iE: iFAMILY-BASED iINTERVENTION iAGAINST iALCOHOL iABUSE i 

7. Respond ito ithe iquestions ibelow iby iticking ithe ibox ithat ithe ibest idescribes iyour iopinion 

ion ieffect iof ifamily-based iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iWard i( iKey: 

iSD- iStrongly idisagree, i iD- idisagree, iU- iundecided, iA- iagree, iSA- istrongly iagree). 

 SD D U A SA 

Parents ican icommunicate iwith ichildren ito iclarify iexpectations 

iregarding ialcohol iuse 

     

Parents ishould isupport idemonstrations iregarding ialcohol iuse ifor 

ithe igood iof itheir ichildren 

     

Parents iare ithe irole imodels ifor ichildren iagainst ithe iuse iof ialcohol 

ibecause ichildren icopy ithe ilifestyle iof itheir iparents 

     

Parents ishould iseek iannual ischool imeetings ito iaddress ithe 

ichallenges ibrought iby ialcohol iabuse 

     

Parents ishould iact ias ian iexample iabiding iby ithe igovernment 

ipolicies iand ilaws ithat iagainst ialcohol iconsumption i 
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APPENDIX III: INTERVIEWS SCHEDULES FOR COMMUNITY 

LEADERS 

You ihave ibeen iselected ito iparticipate iin ithis istudy iand iwould iwish ito ienlist iyour isupport iby 

ianswering ithe iinterview ischedule ibelow. iKindly iprovide ihonest ianswers iand ithe ifindings iwere 

ihandled iwith iutmost iconfidentiality. 

Thanks i 

1. What iare ithe ieffect icommunity-advocacy icampaigns iagainst ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol 

irelated ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty? 

 

2. What iare ithe ieffect ipeaceful idemonstrations iagainst ialcohol iabuse iand ialcohol irelated 

ideaths iin iKapsabet iWard i– iNandi iCounty? 

 

3. What iis ithe ieffect iof ireligion ias ian iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iWard 

i–Nandi iCounty? 

 

4. What iis ithe ieffect iof ifamily-based iintervention iagainst ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iWard 

i–Nandi iCounty? 

 

5. How iwill iyou itell iabout ithe icurrent istate iof ialcohol iabuse iin iKapsabet iWard i–Nandi 

iCounty? 

 

 

 

Thank iyou ifor itaking iyour itime ifor ithis iinterview.  
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APPENDIX IV: DETERMINING SAMPLE SIZE FROM A GIVEN 

POPULATION 

N S N S N S 

10 10 220 140 1200 291 

15 14 230 144 1300 297 

20 19 240 148 1400 302 

25 24 250 152 1500 306 

30 28 260 155 1600 310 

35 32 270 159 1700 313 

40 36 280 102 1800 317 

45 40 290 105 1900 320 

50 44 300 109 2000 322 

55 48 320 175 2200 327 

60 52 340 181 2400 331 

65 56 360 186 2600 335 

70 59 380 191 2800 338 

75 63 400 198 3000 341 

80 66 420 201 3500 346 

85 70 440 205 4000 351 

90 73 460 210 4500 354 

95 76 480 214 5000 357 

100 80 500 217 6000 361 

110 86 550 226 7000 364 

120 92 600 234 8000 367 

130 97 650 242 9000 368 

140 103 700 248 10000 370 

150 108 750 254 15000 375 

160 113 800 260 20000 377 

170 118 850 265 30000 379 

180 123 900 269 40000 380 

190 127 950 274 50000 381 

200 132 1000 278 75000 382 

210 136 1100 285 100000 384 

Krejcie i& iMorgan iTable ifor isample isize 
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APPENDIX V: KAPSABET WARD MAP 

 i 
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3. The iLicensee ishall iinform ithe irelevant iCounty iDirector iof iEducation, iCounty iCommissioner iand iCounty 

iGovernor ibefore icommencement iof ithe iresearch 

4. Excavation, ifilming iand icollection iof ispecimens iare isubject ito ifurther inecessary iclearence ifrom irelevant 

iGovernment iAgencies 

5. The iLicense idoes inot igive iauthority ito itranfer iresearch imaterials 

6. NACOSTI imay imonitor iand ievaluate ithe ilicensed iresearch iproject 

7. The iLicensee ishall isubmit ione ihard icopy iand iupload ia isoft icopy iof itheir ifinal ireport i(thesis) iwithin ione iof 

icompletion iof ithe iresearch 

8. NACOSTI ireserves ithe iright ito imodify ithe iconditions iof ithe iLicense iincluding icancellation iwithout iprior inotice 

 

 

 

 

 
National iCommission ifor iScience, iTechnology iand iInnovation 

off iWaiyaki iWay, iUpper iKabete, 

P. iO. iBox i30623, i00100 iNairobi, iKENYA 

Land iline: i020 i4007000, i020 i2241349, i020 i3310571, i020 i8001077 

Mobile: i0713 i788 i787 i/ i0735 i404 i245 

E-mail: idg@nacosti.go.ke i/ iregistry@nacosti.go.ke 

Website: iwww.nacosti.go.ke 

mailto:dg@nacosti.go.ke
mailto:registry@nacosti.go.ke
http://www.nacosti.go.ke/

