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ABSTRACT
Objectives Management of cardiovascular disease (CVD) 
is an urgent challenge in low- income and middle- income 
countries, and interventions may require appraisal of 
patients’ social networks to guide implementation. The 
purpose of this study is to determine whether egocentric 
social network characteristics (SNCs) of patients with 
chronic disease in western Kenya are associated with 
overall CVD risk and individual CVD risk factors.
Design Cross- sectional analysis of enrollment data 
(2017–2018) from the Bridging Income Generation 
with GrouP Integrated Care trial. Non- overlapping trust- 
only, health advice- only and multiplex (trust and health 
advice) egocentric social networks were elicited for each 
participant, and SNCs representing social cohesion were 
calculated.
Setting 24 communities across four counties in western 
Kenya.
Participants Participants (n=2890) were ≥35 years old 
with diabetes (fasting glucose ≥7 mmol/L) or hypertension.
Primary and secondary outcomes We hypothesised that 
SNCs would be associated with CVD risk status (QRISK3 
score). Secondary outcomes were individual CVD risk 
factors.
Results Among the 2890 participants, 2020 (70%) 
were women, and mean (SD) age was 60.7 (12.1) years. 
Forty- four per cent of participants had elevated QRISK3 
score (≥10%). No relationship was observed between 
QRISK3 level and SNCs. In unadjusted comparisons, 
participants with any individuals in their trust network 
were more likely to report a good than a poor diet (41% 
vs 21%). SNCs for the trust and multiplex networks 
accounted for a substantial fraction of variation in 
measures of dietary quality and physical activity 
(statistically significant via likelihood ratio test, adjusted 
for false discovery rate).
Conclusion SNCs indicative of social cohesion appear to 
be associated with individual behavioural CVD risk factors, 
although not with overall CVD risk score. Understanding 
how SNCs of patients with chronic diseases relate to 

modifiable CVD risk factors could help inform network- 
based interventions.
Trial registration number  ClinicalTrials. gov identifier: 
NCT02501746; https://clinicaltrials.gov/ct2/show/ 
NCT02501746.

INTRODUCTION
Management of cardiovascular disease 
(CVD) is an urgent challenge, especially in 
low and middle- income countries (LMICs), 
where more than 70%–80% of premature 
deaths from CVD occur.1 2 Appraisal of 
patients’ social networks might help guide 
delivery of tailored, effective care for individ-
uals with CVD and CVD risk factors. In fact, 
social network analysis has been applied to 
understand the spread and modification of 

STRENGTHS AND LIMITATIONS OF THIS STUDY
 ⇒ The social network characteristics (SNCs) of pa-
tients with chronic diseases in Africa are understud-
ied but describing the relationship between SNCs 
and modifiable cardiovascular disease (CVD) risk 
factors could help inform interventions.

 ⇒ With a large sample of clinical and lifestyle survey 
data, we were able to investigate the relationships 
between SNCs and overall CVD risk (QRISK3 score) 
as well as with numerous individual CVD risk factors.

 ⇒ We used Efron’s local false discovery rate method to 
adjust for multiple comparisons.

 ⇒ Although there is no prospectively validated cardio-
vascular risk assessment measure for this popu-
lation at the current time, QRISK3 was chosen for 
this study because it has been used in other black 
African populations.

 ⇒ We present the results of a cross- sectional analysis 
and so we are not able to comment on causality.
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behaviours and risk factors for CVD, such as obesity, diet 
and tobacco use.3–7

Social network characteristics (SNCs) may influence 
health outcomes by exposing individuals to resources, 
information and behaviours in ways that are associated 
with people who are important social ties (eg, spouses 
pressuring smokers into cessation) or exhibit some 
form of social capital (eg, the propensity of high school 
students to smoke increasing with the popularity of other 
smokers).5 8–10 Some network scholars theorise that social 
connections to individuals who exhibit positive health 
behaviours may reinforce personal identity and sense of 
belonging, encouraging the positive health behaviour.11 
This theory has been tested empirically when the adop-
tion of a health behaviour was improved by creating 
networks in which individuals received reinforcement 
from more people in the network.12 The type of relation-
ship (including the sex of both individuals in a friend-
ship) has also been observed to have implications for the 
diffusion of health characteristics such as obesity, possibly 
by altering individuals’ norms.3 In health and other 
sociological contexts, studies have shown that in times of 
specific need, individuals may rely on members of their 
networks with whom they are less close but who have 
access to specific resources or information, reiterating 
the idea that health outcomes could be related to SNCs 
by mediating the diffusion of tangible and intangible 
resources.13 14 SNCs relationship with health outcomes 
is likely multifactorial, related to the number and type 
of connections an individual has as well as the context 
in which an individual needs or is exposed to resources, 
information and behaviours.

Egocentric networks are personal social networks consti-
tuted of the individuals (‘alters’) known by one person 
(‘ego’).15 Egocentric SNCs that are markers of social 
cohesion have been associated with health outcomes.16 
Recent studies have shown that egocentric SNCs, such 
as network size, may be relevant to CVD through their 
beneficial relationship with physical activity.17 18 Smaller 
network sizes have also been associated with increased 
risk of stroke.19 Studies of social networks in LMICs have 
examined diverse health topics, including contraception 
use, infant mortality, mercury consumption and diarrheal 
disease.20–25 However, to our knowledge, there have been 
few studies of SNCs among patients with chronic diseases 
in Africa.24

The purpose of this study, therefore, is to explore the 
relationship between CVD risk and egocentric SNCs of 
patients with diabetes and/or hypertension in Kenya. 
We hypothesised that SNCs indicative of stronger social 
cohesion (eg, larger network sizes, more social activities 
shared with alters, more frequent contact with alters) 
would be associated with lower overall CVD risk and 
modifiable CVD risk factors. Because it has been observed 
empirically that ‘functionally specific’ social networks (ie, 
networks composed of people with whom an individual 
discusses health or health problems) may be most rele-
vant to health outcomes,13 26 27 we also hypothesised that 

SNCs of health advice- only networks would be more 
strongly associated with health outcomes than SNCs of 
trust- only networks.

METHODS
Setting and participants
We analysed baseline data (n=2890) from partici-
pants enrolled in the Bridging Income Generation 
with GrouP Integrated Care (BIGPIC) study, a cluster- 
randomised trial designed to investigate whether group 
medical visits, in combination with or independent of a 
microfinance intervention, can reduce the risk of CVD 
among individuals with diabetes and/or hypertension in 
western Kenya. Inclusion criteria for the BIGPIC study 
were adults 35 years or older in the Academic Model 
Providing Access to Healthcare Partnership’s chronic 
disease management programme with diabetes (fasting 
glucose ≥7 mmol/L), impaired fasting glucose (fasting 
glucose 5.6–6.9 mmol/L) or increased risk of developing 
diabetes (Leicester Risk Assessment score ≥7).28 29 All 
participants in both the BIGPIC study and in the analysis, 
we present here of BIGPIC participants’ SNCs had either 
diabetes or hypertension (systolic blood pressure  (SBP) 
≥140 mm Hg or diastolic blood pressure ≥90 mm Hg). 
Full details of the trial methods and procedures have 
been previously described.29 30

Patient and public involvement
No patients or members of the public were involved in 
the design, analysis or reporting of this study.

Egocentric SNCs
To generate data on egocentric social networks, partic-
ipants were asked to name up to five individuals with 
whom they discuss ‘important matters’ and up to five 
individuals with whom they discuss ‘health matters’ and 
to provide information about their relationships with 
those individuals.22–24 26 31–36 Asking study participants 
explicitly about ‘health matters’ to generate networks 
in which the members may be most relevant to health 
outcomes is an approach that has been deployed across 
several contexts, including to study the relationship 
between CVD risk factors and SNCs in a cohort in the 
Caribbean.18 26 The social network survey was pilot 
tested to ensure comprehension and is similar to social 
network instruments that have been used globally.18 24 
We asked each participant to characterise the nature of 
each network connection and used this information to 
identify up to three non- overlapping egocentric networks 
depending on the matters she or he discusses with their 
respective alters: (1) trust- only network, exclusively for 
‘important matters,’ (2) advice- only network, exclusively 
for ‘health matters’ and (3) multiplex network, for both 
‘important’ and ‘health matters.’ For example, a partic-
ipant who named three people total—one in response 
to both the ‘important’ and ‘health matters’ questions 
and two for ‘health matters’ only—has one multiplex, 
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two advice- only, and zero trust- only alters (figure 1). 
Participants who did not name alters for any network are 
labelled ‘isolates’.8 15

For each of the three networks and for each individual, 
we calculated five egocentric SNCs that represent social 
cohesion by representing the size of the network, strength 
of relationships and sex composition8 15: (1) degree: the 
total number of alters in the network, (2) mean duration of 
relationship: the average duration of the ego’s relationship 
with alters, in years, (3) mean frequency of contact: how often, 
on average, the ego speaks with alters, on a five- item scale 
(options: never=1, at least every couple of months=2, at 
least monthly=3, at least weekly=4, at least daily=5), (4) 
mean number of shared activities: the average count of the 
number of organisations in which the ego participates 
with her or his alters (options: church, work, club, group 
medical visit, microfinance group, other (specify), none), 
(5) proportion male: the proportion of alters in the network 
who are men. In addition, sex homophily (the proportion 
of alters in the network who are the same sex as the ego) 
and proportion kin (the proportion of alters in the network 
who are immediate or extended family members (eg, 
cousins) of the ego) were calculated for each network for 
descriptive purposes.18

Clinical and socioeconomic characteristics
Clinical measurements included blood pressure, blood 
glucose, lipid panel and body mass index (BMI). Lipids 
and glucose were measured using the Cardiocheck PA and 
Freestyle Optimum point- of- care systems, respectively. 
Each participant had either a fasting or random lipid 
panel, depending on fasting status. Abnormal lipids were 
defined as: total cholesterol ≥5.17 mmol/L, high density 

lipoprotein (HDL) ≤1.03 mmol/L, low density lipopro-
tein (LDL) ≥4.14 mmol/L, triglycerides ≥1.70 mmol/L.37 
A questionnaire at baseline elicited information on 
medical history and relevant health behaviours (eg, diet, 
physical activity, alcohol and tobacco use), tailored to 
local context.30 38 Participants were also asked about socio-
economic characteristics and non- monetary indicators of 
wealth (eg, ownership of land, livestock and household 
construction and items). Summative clinical and wealth 
measures were calculated, including QRISK3 score, which 
measures 10- year risk of heart attack or stroke,39 and the 
validated asset- based International Wealth Index (IWI).40

The primary outcome of interest is QRISK3 
score. Secondary outcomes are individual CVD risk 
factors41: diabetes status (self- reported diagnosis, or 
having fasting glucose ≥7 mmol/L or having random 
glucose ≥11.1 mmol/L), SBP, total cholesterol, LDL 
cholesterol, BMI, current tobacco use (of any form), 
diet (number of servings of fruit or vegetables per 
day), physical activity (moderate- equivalent minutes 
per week).

Statistical analysis
Table 1 provides an overall summary of the different 
statistical analyses performed. Demographic char-
acteristics, primary and secondary outcomes, addi-
tional clinical measures and SNCs were summarised 
and stratified by sex to identify any sex- related differ-
ences in health, wealth and social networks within the 
population.42–45

Bivariate summaries of SNCs in each network by catego-
rised CVD risk factor were produced. For this, each risk 
factor was dichotomised using cut- off points that indicate 

Figure 1 Example of an egocentric network. This example participant responds to the social network survey saying she 
discusses ‘important matters’ with alter A and ‘health matters with alters A, B and C. Because the participant discusses both 
‘important’ and ‘health matters’ with alter A, alter A is in the multiplex (trust and advice) network, leaving just alters B and C in 
the advice- only network and no alters in the trust- only network.
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elevated risk status: QRISK3 ≥10%,39 46 SBP ≥180 mm Hg 
(as an additional cut- off of elevated cardiovascular risk, in 
line with the definition of hypertensive urgency, because 
most participants (approximately 93%) already met stan-
dard Kenyan criteria for hypertension),29 47 total choles-
terol ≥5.17 mmol/L, LDL cholesterol ≥4.14 mmol/L,37 
BMI ≥25, intake of fruits or vegetables per day <5 servings 
and physical activity per week <150 moderate- equivalent 
minutes.1 Isolates across the network types (n=122) were 
excluded from these summaries of SNCs because SNCs 
cannot be calculated for participants with no alters. 
Similarly, participants with network- specific degree of 
zero were excluded from the summaries of respective 
subgroups (trust- only, n=2094; advice- only, n=1944; multi-
plex, n=611).

To characterise the effect of each SNC on each CVD risk 
outcome, we used multivariable regressions that included 
all five SNCs for each of the three networks (trust- only, 
advice- only and multiplex) as independent variables. 
Because social isolation may impact CVD risk,48 49 an 
additional categorical indicator variable for having no 
alters in a particular network was added, and covariates 
for other SNCs were set to zero for participants with no 
alters in that network. Durations of relationships, prior to 
taking their mean, and degree were log(x+1) transformed 
to account for skewness. All models were additionally 
adjusted for facility, participant age, sex and self- reported 
health (0–100) from a Visual Analog Scale.50–54 We exam-
ined the impact of network- specific SNCs on five contin-
uous (SBP, and log- transformed QRISK, total cholesterol, 
LDL and BMI) and four categorical (diet, physical activity, 
tobacco use and diabetes status) outcomes in total, using 
linear and logistic regressions, respectively. The estimated 

parameters and 95% CI show the independent effect, in 
terms of magnitude, directionality and variability, of each 
SNC on each outcome.

Finally, we use the same multivariable modelling 
framework to test the effect of each type of network 
on each CVD risk factor. Likelihood ratio tests of 
nested models were used to assess whether SNCs from 
a specific network were a significant source of variation 
for each of the primary and secondary outcomes. For 
each of the three networks, we captured the p values 
from four comparisons of models with versus without 
the network’s SNCs. Online supplemental table S1 
describes the nested models used in each of the 12 
comparisons. For example, to quantify the effect of the 
health- advice network relative to trust and multiplex 
networks (see column 1 in online supplemental table 
S1), we make the following comparisons: (1) health- 
advice versus none, (2) health- advice plus trust versus 
trust only, (3) health- advice plus multiplex versus multi-
plex only and (4) health- advice plus trust plus multi-
plex versus trust plus multiplex. Each of these nested 
model comparisons isolates the effect of health- advice 
networks relative to the others. To adjust for multiple 
comparisons, we used Efron’s local false discovery rate 
method, with the false discovery rate set to 0.05.55

RESULTS
Participant characteristics
Demographic and socioeconomic characteristics
Participants had a mean age of 60.7 years (table 2). 
Nearly 90% of the participant population reported either 
no formal employment or monthly earnings of less than 

Table 1 Summary of statistical analyses performed

Analysis Purpose Models Stratification or adjustment Location

Descriptive 
statistics

Summarise study population’s 
clinical and socioeconomic 
status, and demographic and 
social network characteristics

n/a Stratified by sex Tables 2 and 3, online 
supplemental table S2

Logistic 
regressions

Assess the relationship between 
each SNC and overall CVD risk 
as well as individual CVD risk 
factors

Models fit for each dichotomised CVD 
risk factor

Adjusted for facility, participant 
age, participant sex
Models for total cholesterol and 
LDL additionally adjusted for 
fasting status

Table 4, online 
supplemental tables 
S3–S6; figure 2A–C

Multivariable 
regressions

Assess the relationship between 
each network type and CVD risk 
and risk factors

Saturated regressions with all SNCs for 
each network as independent variables

Adjusted for facility, participant 
age, participant sex, and self- 
reported participant health

Online supplemental 
table S7

Likelihood 
ratio tests

Assess whether the SNCs 
of particular network types 
accounted for variation in CVD 
risk and risk factors

Comparisons of linear and logistic 
regression models (for continuous and 
categorical variables, respectively) with 
vs without each network’s SNCs
For example, one comparison to assess 
the contribution of the health advice 
network is comparison of a model with 
advice and trust SNCs as independent 
variables vs a model with only trust 
SNCs to assess whether addition 
of advice network to trust network 
accounts for variation in CVD risk

Results adjusted for multiple 
comparisons using Efron’s local 
false discovery rate method, set 
to 0.05

Figure 3

CVD, cardiovascular disease; LDL, low density lipoprotein; SNC, social network characteristic.
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Table 2 Demographic and socioeconomic characteristics, by sex

Variable Total (%) or mean (SD) Female Male

Total 2890 2020 870

Age (years)

  Mean (SD) 60.7 (12.1) 59.2 (11.8) 64.2 (12.2)

  35–44 279 (10) 221 (11) 58 (7)

  45–54 634 (22) 509 (25) 125 (14)

  55–64 828 (29) 586 (29) 242 (28)

  65–74 760 (26) 499 (25) 261 (30)

  ≥75 389 (13) 205 (10) 184 (21)

International Wealth Index

  Mean (SD) 29.4 (17.6) 28.2 (17.3) 32.2 (18.0)

  Missing 2 1 1

Monthly earnings (KES)

  No job 1838 (64) 1363 (67) 475 (55)

  <1000 315 (11) 252 (12) 63 (7)

  1000–2999 252 (9) 163 (8) 89 (10)

  3000–4999 179 (6) 98 (5) 81 (9)

  5000–9999 138 (5) 61 (3) 77 (9)

  ≥10 000 134 (5) 60 (3) 74 (9)

  Refused 3 (0) 3 (0) 0 (0)

  Unknown 27 (1) 18 (1) 9 (1)

  Missing 4 (0) 2 (0) 2 (0)

Reason for not working (if no job)

  Retired 824 (45) 462 (34) 362 (76)

  Taking care of home or family 610 (33) 590 (43) 20 (4)

  Could not find work 222 (12) 174 (13) 48 (10)

  Illness or disability 138 (8) 104 (8) 34 (7)

  Temporary layoff 3 (0) 1 (0) 2 (0)

  Wanted some time off 4 (0) 3 (0) 1 (0)

  Other 36 (2) 28 (2) 8 (2)

  Missing 1 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0)

Livestock owned

  No 1010 (35) 777 (38) 233 (27)

  Yes 1873 (65) 1239 (61) 634 (73)

  Missing 7 (0) 4 (0) 3 (0)

Acres of land owned

  Mean (SD) 4.0 (6.2) 3.6 (5.8) 4.8 (6.9)

  Missing 13 10 3

Education of head of household

  Primary 1784 (62) 1289 (64) 495 (57)

  Secondary 754 (26) 476 (24) 278 (32)

  Post- grad 5 (0) 1 (0) 4 (0)

  University 145 (5) 91 (5) 54 (6)

  Unknown 185 (6) 152 (8) 33 (4)

  Refused 15 (1) 10 (0) 5 (1)

  Missing 1 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0)

Continued
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5000 Kenyan Shillings (KES) (approximately US$50). A 
greater share of women than men reported no formal 
employment (67% vs 55%), and women who were 
employed earned lower wages than men. Among those 
with formal employment, nearly 30% reported earning 
less than 1000 KES (roughly US$10) per month, again 
more predominant among women. Women were less 
wealthy than men (mean IWI 28.2 vs 32.2), and a smaller 
portion of women- owned livestock (61% vs 73%).

Cardiovascular risk factors
Forty- four per cent of women and men had a QRISK3 
score greater than or equal to 10% (online supplemental 
table S2), and 14% of participants had QRISK3 score 
greater than or equal to 20% (16% of men vs 14% of 
women). Participants had a mean SBP of 157.5 mm Hg 
and 21% had diabetes. Women were more likely to be 
overweight or obese than men (50% vs 33%). Eighty- five 
per cent of participants reported eating fewer than five 
servings of fruit and vegetables per day, and 40% reported 
fewer than 150 moderate- equivalent minutes of exer-
cise per week, similar by sex. Sixteen per cent of partic-
ipants with a fasting test and 14% of participants with a 
random test had total cholesterol greater than or equal 
to 5.17 mmol/L. Abnormally low HDL (38% fasting test, 
36% random test) and elevated triglycerides (45% fasting 
test, 35% random test) were more common patterns of 
dyslipidaemia than elevated LDL.

Egocentric SNCs
Overall, 122 participants—4% of women and 4% of 
men—were isolates; the other 96% of participants 
reported at least one alter in at least one of the mutually 
exclusive networks. Seventy- six per cent of participants 
had no trust- only alters and 70% had no advice- only alters, 
but only 22% of participants had no multiplex alters 
(table 3). Most participants had zero or one alter in any 
given network. Most participants spoke to alters daily, on 
average, but the majority shared no social activities with 
their alters. Multiplex networks showed a high degree of 
sex heterophily, with 67% of multiplex networks entirely 
comprising alters that were the opposite sex of the partic-
ipants. Alters were also likely to be family members and 
known for more than 20 years.

SNCs’ association with CVD risk
The distributions of SNCs, including network degree 
(figure 2A), within each network were similar among 
individuals with different QRISK3 levels (table 4). The 
summaries did not show large differences between No 
substantive differences were observed between SNCs and 
diabetes status or elevated SBP (online supplemental 
tables S3 and S4). Participants with any trust network 
alters were more likely to report a good than a poor diet 
(41% vs 21%) (figure 2B and online supplemental table 
S5). Similarly, participants with any trust network alters 
were more likely to report sufficient than insufficient 
levels of physical activity (29% vs 16%) (figure 2C and 
online supplemental table S6). No relationships were 
observed between SNCs and total cholesterol, LDL, BMI 
or tobacco use (results not shown).

Multivariable models of log- transformed QRISK3 did 
not show any association between SNCs and CVD risk 
(online supplemental table S7). Number of and mean 
frequency of contact with trust network alters had positive 
associations with good diet; number of advice and multi-
plex network alters had positive associations with suffi-
cient physical activity. Number of advice network alters 
and mean number of activities shared with them had 
inverse relationships with SBP, while these same SNCs in 
the multiplex network had a positive association with SBP. 
Results for diabetes status, total cholesterol, LDL, BMI 
and current tobacco use are also shown in online supple-
mental table S7.

The results of the likelihood ratio tests indicated that 
the SNCs for the trust and multiplex networks explained 
a significant amount of variation in diet and physical 
activity, even after adjusting for multiple comparisons 
(figure 3 and online supplemental table S8). We did not 
find evidence that characteristics of any of the networks 
explained substantial variation in SBP, diabetes status, 
total cholesterol, LDL, current tobacco use or BMI.

DISCUSSION
This cross- sectional study examined the relationship of 
egocentric SNCs with overall CVD risk and individual CVD 
risk factors, in a population of individuals with diabetes 
or hypertension in western Kenya. The study population 
was materially poor and reported small egocentric social 

Variable Total (%) or mean (SD) Female Male

Self- reported health (0–100)

  <50 393 (14) 287 (14) 106 (12)

  50–74 2144 (74) 1532 (76) 612 (70)

  ≥75 350 (12) 199 (10) 151 (17)

  Missing 3 (0) 2 (0) 1 (0)

KES, Kenyan Shillings.

Table 2 Continued
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networks. More than 40% of the study population had 
elevated CVD risk. SNCs were not associated with QRISK3 
score in our analysis. However, SNCs representing social 
cohesion were associated with better diet and physical 
activity. This study expands research regarding egocentric 
social networks and CVD risk in an under- studied African 
context.

This cohort of Kenyan patients with chronic disease 
included a sizeable proportion with elevated CVD risk. 
Relatively few participants had elevated LDL cholesterol, 
but a large number having elevated triglycerides, a notable 
pattern of dyslipidaemia consistent with that previously 
reported in a cohort of patients at a Kenyan clinic with 

type 2 diabetes.56 Insufficient intake of fruits and vege-
tables, a leading preventable dietary risk factor for non- 
communicable disease- related morbidity and mortality 
worldwide,57 was a highly prevalent CVD risk factor in our 
study population, consistent with findings of a nation-
ally representative 2015 Kenyan survey.58 Self- reported 
tobacco and alcohol use were uncommon, in contrast to 
a nationally representative survey in which 13% reported 
some form of tobacco use and 19% reported alcohol 
consumption.58 59

The BIGPIC study population was rurally based and 
materially poor. Nearly all participants reported no formal 
employment or daily earnings less than US$1.25/day, 

Table 3 Summary of egocentric social network characteristics, by sex and network

Egocentric SNC

Trust network
(‘important matters’ only)
n=2767*

Advice network
(‘health matters’ only)
n=2767*

Multiplex network
(‘important’ and ‘health’)
n=2767*

Total (%) Female Male Total (%) Female Male Total (%) Female Male

Degree

  0 2094 (76) 1460 (76) 634 (76) 1944 (70) 1343 (70) 601 (72) 611 (22) 456 (24) 155 (19)

  1 430 (16) 303 (16) 127 (15) 692 (25) 497 (26) 195 (23) 1840 (66) 1270 (66) 570 (68)

  2 or more 243 (9) 168 (9) 75 (9) 131 (5) 91 (5) 40 (5) 316 (11) 205 (11) 111 (13)

Mean duration of relationship (years)

  0–4.99 29 (4) 20 (4) 9 (4) 36 (4) 25 (4) 11 (5) 67 (3) 47 (3) 20 (3)

  5–19.99 120 (18) 94 (20) 26 (13) 127 (15) 88 (15) 39 (17) 256 (12) 180 (12) 76 (11)

  20–80 524 (78) 357 (76) 167 (83) 660 (80) 475 (81) 185 (79) 1832 (85) 1247 (85) 585 (86)

  Missing – – – – – – 1 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0)

Mean frequency of contact

  ‘At least weekly’ or less 166 (25) 114 (24) 52 (26) 204 (25) 143 (24) 61 (26) 323 (15) 248 (17) 75 (11)

  ‘Daily’ 506 (75) 357 (76) 149 (74) 619 (75) 445 (76) 174 (74) 1833 (85) 1227 (83) 606 (89)

  Missing 1 (0) 0 (0) 1 (0) – – – – – –

Mean number of activities shared

  0 399 (59) 286 (61) 113 (56) 533 (65) 393 (67) 140 (60) 1098 (51) 825 (56) 273 (40)

  0.01–1.0 255 (38) 173 (37) 82 (41) 251 (30) 171 (29) 80 (34) 857 (40) 528 (36) 329 (48)

  1.01–3 17 (3) 10 (2) 7 (3) 39 (5) 24 (4) 15 (6) 201 (9) 122 (8) 79 (12)

  Missing 2 (0) 2 (0) 0 (0) – – – – – –

Proportion male

  No male alters (0) 312 (46) 256 (54) 56 (28) 371 (45) 235 (40) 136 (58) 939 (44) 432 (29) 507 (74)

  Mixed (0.01–0.99) 106 (16) 77 (16) 29 (14) 71 (9) 52 (9) 19 (8) 157 (7) 99 (7) 58 (9)

  Only male alters (1) 255 (38) 138 (29) 117 (58) 381 (46) 301 (51) 80 (34) 1060 (49) 944 (64) 116 (17)

Sex homophily

  No same- sex alters (0) 194 (29) 138 (29) 56 (28) 437 (53) 301 (51) 136 (58) 1451 (67) 944 (64) 507 (74)

  Mixed (0.01–0.99) 106 (16) 77 (16) 29 (14) 71 (9) 52 (9) 19 (8) 157 (7) 99 (7) 58 (9)

  Only same- sex alters (1) 373 (55) 256 (54) 117 (58) 315 (38) 235 (40) 80 (34) 548 (25) 432 (29) 116 (17)

Proportion kin

  No kin alters (0) 104 (15) 82 (17) 22 (11) 123 (15) 91 (15) 32 (14) 112 (5) 92 (6) 20 (3)

  Mixed (0.01–0.99) 34 (5) 24 (5) 10 (5) 8 (1) 6 (1) 2 (1) 27 (1) 17 (1) 10 (1)

  Only kin alters (1) 535 (79) 365 (77) 170 (84) 689 (84) 488 (83) 201 (86) 2017 (94) 1366 (93) 651 (96)

  Missing – – – 3 (0) 3 (1) 0 (0) – – –

*Isolates (122 participants) and 1 participant with missing data were excluded from the analysis. For each network, SNCs other than degree are only reported for 
participants who had at least one alter in that network.
SNC, social network characteristic.
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and the cohort’s mean IWI also correlated with a Poverty 
Headcount Ratio of less than US$1.25/day.40 The severe 
financial poverty of our sample underscores the need 
to improve access to healthcare resources and design 
models of care delivery and healthcare financing that 
incorporate social determinants of health into chronic 
disease management.

Although we hypothesised that we would observe 
a relationship between egocentric SNCs and overall 
CVD risk as quantified by QRISK3, no such association 
was evident. However, multivariable models suggested 
a possible inverse relationship between some advice- 
network SNCs and highly elevated SBP, adding to the 
conflicting evidence previously described in the litera-
ture. One methodologically similar study found no rela-
tionship between health- advice SNCs and hypertension in 
Caribbean population, after adjusting for demographic 
variables.18 Studies in US, English and Spanish popula-
tions have suggested protective relationships between 
egocentric SNCs and 10- year mortality from some forms 

of CVD60–62 but found mixed evidence for relationships 
with hypertension outcomes.60 63 64

We observed associations between egocentric SNCs and 
modifiable behavioural CVD risk factors, such as diet and 
physical activity. This pattern is consistent with findings 
from studies of egocentric social networks in other geog-
raphies that have suggested positive relationships between 
larger, more cohesive networks with more favourable 
physical activity and/or diet.17 18 65–67 One possible expla-
nation for the apparent relationship between SNCs and 
physical activity is that individuals with larger egocentric 
networks may have more alters who are physically active, 
which could encourage the positive health behaviour.11 68 
Social network scholars have also previously hypothesised 
that health outcomes may be related to SNCs through 
diffusion of information, resources and norms for 
behaviours and attitudes.8 Given that this study was 
cross- sectional and, therefore, we cannot comment on 
causality, we resist speculating on the mechanism of the 
relationships we observed. Identifying the mechanisms 

Figure 2 Distribution of CVD risk status and behavioural CVD risk factors (diet and physical activity) by network and degree. 
Bars illustrate the distribution of CVD risk status and behavioural risk factors for trust, advice and multiplex networks by network 
degree (no alters, one alter or two or more alters). (A) CVD risk status (elevated CVD: QRISK≥10%), by network and degree. (B) 
Diet, by network and degree. (C) Physical activity, by network and degree. CVD, cardiovascular disease.
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for any observed association between SNCs and modifi-
able behavioural CVD risk factors would require greater 
information about alters (eg, to control for homophily 
of health characteristics) as well as longitudinal data to 
observe changes to both networks and health over time, 
which may be possible in future publications leveraging 
data from the BIGPIC study.

We also initially hypothesised that the health- advice 
network SNCs would be more predictive of health 
outcomes than the more general trust network SNCs, 
based on previous studies of health- related egocentrical 
social networks and theory of social networks’ functional 
specificity.13 18 26 Counter to our hypothesis, an associ-
ation between health- advice network SNCs and these 
behavioural risk factors was not evident. Multivariable 
models suggested an association between advice and 
multiplex network SNCs and SBP. There was also an 
overall trend across bivariate and multivariable models 
suggesting an association between trust and multiplex 
network SNCs and diet and physical activity. It is possible 
that, at baseline, patients in the BIGPIC cohort rely more 
on core discussion networks for health- related informa-
tion and resources than on the targeted mobilisation of 
health network resources that has been described in other 

literature.13 26 The underlying reasons for this greater 
reliance on core discussion networks could be due to 
structural barriers (eg, poor access to established health 
resources such as clinics or geographic distance from 
socially weaker ties) or cultural norms (eg, preferring to 
discuss health problems only with family members).

We observed a relationship between SNCs of multiplex 
networks and risk factors such as diet, physical activity and 
SBP. Because many participants had multiplex networks 
comprising only one alter, often kin and opposite sex, 
we speculate that these multiplex- network alters were 
spouses, though we did not specifically confirm this in 
the social network survey. This type of strong relationship 
with alters, such as a spousal relationship, could be more 
influential over behavioural changes.8 69

Study limitations
We acknowledge several limitations. First, because we 
present the results of a cross- sectional analysis, we are not 
able to comment on causality. Second, to preserve the 
brevity of the social network survey, questions eliciting 
real or perceived alter–alter relationships were not asked, 
so structural properties of egocentric networks could not 
be calculated. However, we have been able to evaluate 

Table 4 Egocentric social network characteristics, by QRISK3 and network

Egocentric SNC

Trust network
(‘important matters’ only)

Advice network
(‘health matters’ only)

Multiplex network
(‘important’ and ‘health’)

QRISK3 QRISK3 QRISK3

Total (%) <10% ≥10% Total (%) <10% ≥10% Total (%) <10% ≥10%

Degree

  0 2038 (76) 1109 (74) 929 (78) 1892 (70) 1060 (71) 832 (70) 589 (22) 318 (21) 271 (23)

  1 412 (15) 240 (16) 172 (14) 664 (25) 360 (24) 304 (25) 1787 (67) 997 (67) 790 (66)

  2 or more 234 (9) 140 (9) 94 (8) 128 (5) 69 (5) 59 (5) 308 (11) 174 (12) 134 (11)

Mean duration of relationship (years)

  0–4.99 28 (4) 23 (6) 5 (2) 31 (4) 15 (3) 16 (4) 60 (3) 30 (3) 30 (3)

  5–19.99 116 (18) 89 (23) 27 (10) 122 (15) 83 (19) 39 (11) 246 (12) 182 (16) 64 (7)

  20–80 502 (78) 268 (71) 234 (88) 639 (81) 331 (77) 308 (85) 1788 (85) 959 (82) 829 (90)

  Missing – – – – – – 1 (0) 0 (0) 1 (0)

Mean frequency of contact

  ‘At least weekly’ or less 161 (25) 93 (24) 68 (26) 199 (25) 94 (22) 105 (29) 314 (15) 146 (12) 168 (18)

  ‘Daily’ 484 (75) 287 (76) 197 (74) 593 (75) 335 (78) 258 (71) 1781 (85) 1025 (88) 756 (82)

  Missing 1 (0) 0 (0) 1 (0) – – – – – –

Mean number of activities shared

  0 381 (59) 217 (57) 164 (62) 512 (65) 264 (62) 248 (68) 1060 (51) 552 (47) 508 (55)

  0.01–1.0 246 (38) 151 (40) 95 (36) 243 (31) 141 (33) 102 (28) 841 (40) 511 (44) 330 (36)

  1.01–3 17 (3) 12 (3) 5 (2) 37 (5) 24 (6) 13 (4) 194 (9) 108 (9) 86 (9)

  Missing 2 (0) 0 (0) 2 (1) – – – – – –

Proportion male

  No male alters (0) 299 (46) 185 (49) 114 (43) 359 (45) 201 (47) 158 (44) 907 (43) 484 (41) 423 (46)

  Mixed (0.01–0.99) 104 (16) 60 (16) 44 (17) 69 (9) 40 (9) 29 (8) 153 (7) 93 (8) 60 (6)

  Only male alters (1) 243 (38) 135 (36) 108 (41) 364 (46) 188 (44) 176 (48) 1035 (49) 594 (51) 441 (48)

SNC, social network characteristic.
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alter–alter relationships during follow- up assessments of 
the BIGPIC trial participants, which we intend to eval-
uate and report in future publications. Third, the social 
network survey did not elicit information about advice 
specific to the health outcome of interest (CVD risk or 
individual risk factors), which might have influenced the 
findings. Fourth, that participants understood that alters 
could be identified by the research team might have influ-
enced results of the social network survey. Fifth, while we 
recognise that social networks may operate differently by 
gender in certain populations, gender- stratified analyses 
were not prespecified in the original analysis plan. We 
feel that this important issue can be pursued subsequently 
in future analyses. Sixth, because the health- related 
behaviours (diet and physical activity) were self- reported, 
there remains a potential for recall bias.70 In addition, 
the point- of- care technology used to measure lipid levels 
may not be as accurate as serum lipid levels, especially 
in certain subpopulations; for example, LDL levels may 
have been underestimated.71 Finally, although there is 
no prospectively validated cardiovascular risk assessment 
measure for this population at the current time, QRISK3 
was chosen for this study because it has been used in 
other black African populations.39 72 73 We recognise the 
shortcomings of this approach,74 75 but feel there is no 
currently available risk assessment tool that is superior. 
We anticipate that as increasing numbers of CVD cohort 
studies are completed in Africa in the future, more accu-
rate and targeted risk calculators will become available, 
reducing this fundamental limitation.

Conclusions
The high and increasing burden of CVD in LMICs and 
the potential relationships between SNCs and CVD risk 
factors necessitate expanded research on social networks 
and CVD, especially in African populations.76–78 Our find-
ings help to create a foundation for a more thorough 
understanding of SNCs of chronic disease patients in 
this context, which could help inform interventions for 
modifiable CVD risk factors.79 80 Ultimately, we hope that 
cardiovascular interventions can be implemented in ways 
that strengthen social networks, leveraging the relation-
ship between SNCs and modifiable CVD risk factors to 
maximise health benefit, both in Kenya and worldwide.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL 

S1 Table. Summary of statistical models and comparisons used to assess the significance of 

entire networks on CVD risk outcomes. 
 
Each test results in a p-value from a nested, omnibus likelihood ratio test. Y is any of the CVD 
outcomes examined using multiple linear regression or logistic regression for continuous or 

binomial outcomes. The five continuous outcomes are SBP, and log-transformed QRISK, total 
cholesterol, LDL, and BMI, and the four categorical outcomes are diet, physical activity, tobacco 
use, and diabetes status.  XA, XT and XM, are n-by-6 matrices holding the 6 SNCs for the advice, 
trust and multiplex networks (see S8 Table for a listing of them), and Z contains additional 

measures for age, gender, facility, health status.  The saturated model for each outcome is: Y ~ α 
+ βA·XA + βT·XT + βM·XM + γ·Z, where βA, βT, βM are each 1-by-6 vectors of regression 
coefficients, α is the intercept and γ measure the effect of these ancillary adjustment covariates. 
 

 Health Advice Trust Multiplex 

Test alone 
(null 

model) 

Y ~ βA·XA + γ·Z 
vs. 

Y ~ γ·Z 
 

Y ~ βT·XT + γ·Z 
vs. 

Y ~ γ·Z 
 

Y ~ βM·XM + γ·Z 
vs. 

Y ~ γ·Z 
 

Test in 
presence 
of second  

Y ~ βA·XA + βT·XT + γ·Z 
vs. 

Y ~ βT·XT + γ·Z 

 

Y ~ βA·XA + βT·XT + γ·Z 
vs. 

Y ~ βA·XA + γ·Z 

 

Y ~ βA·XA + βM·XM + γ·Z 
vs. 

Y ~ βA·XA + γ·Z 

 
Test in 

presence 
of third  

Y ~ βA·XA + βM·XM + γ·Z 

vs. 
Y ~ βM·XM + γ·Z 

 

Y ~ βT·XT + βM·XM + γ·Z 

vs. 
Y ~ βM·XM + γ·Z 

 

Y ~ βT·XT + βM·XM + γ·Z 

vs. 
Y ~ βT·XT + γ·Z 

 

Test in 
presence 

of both 

Y ~ βA·XA + βT·XT + βM·XM 
+ γ·Z 

vs. 
Y ~ βT·XT + βM·XM + γ·Z 

 

Y ~ βA·XA + βT·XT + 
βM·XM + γ·Z 

vs. 
Y ~ βA·XA + βM·XM + γ·Z 

 

Y ~ βA·XA + βT·XT + βM·XM 
+ γ·Z 

vs. 
Y ~ βA·XA + βT·XT + γ·Z 
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S2 Table. Clinical Cardiovascular Risk Factors, by Gender.  

Variable Total (% ) or Mean (SD) Female Male 

QRISK3 (percent 10-year risk)     

  Mean (SD) 11.5 (9.7) 11.3 (9.3) 11.9 (10.7) 

  < 10 1542 (53) 1077 (53) 465 (53) 

  10-19.9 851 (29) 610 (30) 241 (28) 

  ≥ 20 413 (14) 275 (14) 138 (16) 

  Missing 84 (3) 58 (3) 26 (3) 

Body Mass Index (BMI) (kg/m2)     

  Mean (SD) 25.3 (5.5) 25.9 (5.7) 23.8 (4.7) 

  Normal (< 25) 1573 (54) 995 (49) 578 (66) 

  Overweight (25-29.9) 543 (19) 453 (22) 90 (10) 

  Obese (≥ 30) 772 (27) 571 (28) 201 (23) 

  Missing 2 (0) 1 (0) 1 (0) 

Lifestyle       

Servings of Fruit and Vegetables per Day     

  ≥ 5 441 (15) 332 (16) 109 (13) 

  < 5 2447 (85) 1687 (84) 760 (87) 

  Missing 2 (0) 1 (0) 1 (0) 

Minutes of Moderate-Equivalent Exercise per 
Week     

  ≥ 150 1715 (59) 1203 (60) 512 (59) 

  < 150 1145 (40) 794 (39) 351 (40) 

  Missing 30 (1) 23 (1) 7 (1) 

Current Tobacco Use     

  No 2832 (98) 1996 (99) 836 (96) 

  Yes 56 (2) 23 (1) 33 (4) 

  Missing 1 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0) 

Alcohol Use     

  No 2646 (92) 1923 (95) 723 (83) 

  Yes 242 (8) 96 (5) 146 (17) 

  Missing 2 (0) 1 (0) 1 (0) 

Diabetes       

Diabetes (elevated blood glucose or self-
reported)     

  No 2275 (79) 1599 (79) 676 (78) 

  Yes 607 (21) 415 (21) 192 (22) 

  Missing 8 (0) 6 (0) 2 (0) 

Blood Pressure       

Systolic Blood Pressure (mmHg)     

  Mean (SD) 157.5 (19.1) 157.3 (19.3) 158.0 (18.6) 

  < 180 2558 (89) 1789 (89) 769 (88) 

  ≥ 180 329 (11) 229 (11) 100 (11) 

  Missing 3 (0) 2 (0) 1 (0) 

Diastolic Blood Pressure (mmHg)     

  Mean (SD) 92.5 (11.8) 92.7 (11.8) 92.0 (11.6) 

  Missing 3 (0) 2 (0) 1 

Lipids       

Fasting Test Only (mmol/L) (n = 1868)     

Total Cholesterol     

  ≥ 5.17 304 (16) 245 (19) 59 (10) 

  < 5.17 1549 (83) 1042 (80) 507 (89) 
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Variable Total (% ) or Mean (SD) Female Male 

  Missing 15 (1) 10 (1) 5 (1) 

HDL     

  ≥ 1.03 1134 (61) 825 (64) 309 (54) 

  < 1.03 718 (38) 462 (36) 256 (45) 

  Missing 16 (1) 10 (1) 6 (1) 

LDL     

  ≥ 4.14 42 (2) 34 (3) 8 (1) 

  < 4.14 1710 (92) 1180 (91) 530 (93) 

  Missing 116 (6) 83 (6) 33 (6) 

Triglycerides     

  ≥ 1.70 845 (45) 633 (49) 212 (37) 

  < 1.70 1009 (54) 654 (50) 355 (62) 

  Missing 14 (1) 10 (1) 4 (1) 

Random Test Only (mmol/L) (n = 1015)     

Total Cholesterol     

  ≥ 5.17 138 (14) 108 (15) 30 (10) 

  < 5.17 814 (80) 566 (79) 248 (84) 

  Missing 63 (6) 44 (6) 19 (6) 

HDL     

  ≥ 1.03 585 (58) 423 (59) 162 (55) 

  < 1.03 367 (36) 251 (35) 116 (39) 

  Missing 63 (6) 44 (6) 19 (6) 

LDL     

  ≥ 4.14 36 (4) 26 (4) 10 (3) 

  < 4.14 871 (86) 616 (86) 255 (86) 

  Missing 108 (11) 76 (11) 32 (11) 

Triglycerides     

  ≥ 1.70 357 (35) 274 (38) 83 (28) 

  < 1.70 594 (59) 399 (56) 195 (66) 

  Missing 64 (6) 45 (6) 19 (6) 

Rows presenting population means with standard deviations are italicized. 
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S3 Table. Egocentric Social Network Characteristics, by Diabetes Mellitus Status and Network. 

  
Trust Network 

("Important Matters" Only) 
Advice Network 

("Health Matters" Only) 
Multiplex Network  

(“Important” and “Health”) 

  Diabetes Mellitus Diagnosis Diabetes Mellitus Diagnosis Diabetes Mellitus Diagnosis 

Egocentric SNC Total (%) No Yes Total (%) No Yes Total (%) No Yes 

Degree              

  0 2090 (76) 1664 (77) 426 (72) 1940 (70) 1519 (70) 421 (71) 609 (22) 486 (22) 123 (21) 

  1 429 (16) 330 (15) 99 (17) 689 (25) 552 (25) 137 (23) 1835 (66) 1430 (66) 405 (69) 

  2 or more 241 (9) 176 (8) 65 (11) 131 (5) 99 (5) 32 (5) 316 (11) 254 (12) 62 (11) 

Mean Duration of 

Relationship (Years)              

  0-4.99 29 (4) 23 (5) 6 (4) 36 (4) 31 (5) 5 (3) 67 (3) 55 (3) 12 (3) 

  5-19.99 120 (18) 89 (18) 31 (19) 127 (15) 98 (15) 29 (17) 256 (12) 205 (12) 51 (11) 

  20-80 521 (78) 394 (78) 127 (77) 657 (80) 522 (80) 135 (80) 1827 (85) 1423 (85) 404 (87) 

  Missing - - - - - - 1 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0) 

Mean Frequency of 

Contact              

  "At least weekly" or less 166 (25) 113 (22) 53 (32) 204 (25) 164 (25) 40 (24) 322 (15) 246 (15) 76 (16) 

  "Daily" 503 (75) 392 (77) 111 (68) 616 (75) 487 (75) 129 (76) 1829 (85) 1438 (85) 391 (84) 

  Missing 1 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0) - - - - - - 

Mean Number of 
Activities Shared              

  0 397 (59) 297 (59) 100 (61) 532 (65) 431 (66) 101 (60) 1096 (51) 857 (51) 239 (51) 

  0.01-1.0 254 (38) 196 (39) 58 (35) 250 (30) 192 (29) 58 (34) 854 (40) 678 (40) 176 (38) 

  1.01-3 17 (3) 11 (2) 6 (4) 38 (5) 28 (4) 10 (6) 201 (9) 149 (9) 52 (11) 

  Missing 2 (0) 2 (0) 0 (0) - - - - - - 

Proportion Male              

  No male alters (0) 312 (47) 246 (49) 66 (40) 370 (45) 301 (46) 69 (41) 936 (44) 724 (43) 212 (45) 

  Mixed (0.01-0.99) 105 (16) 67 (13) 38 (23) 71 (9) 51 (8) 20 (12) 157 (7) 122 (7) 35 (7) 

  Only male alters (1) 253 (38) 193 (38) 60 (37) 379 (46) 299 (46) 80 (47) 1058 (49) 838 (50) 220 (47) 

Diabetes Mellitus diagnosis defined as having self-reported a diagnosis, having fasting glucose ≥ 7 mmol/L, or having random glucose ≥ 11.1 mmol/L.  
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S4 Table. Egocentric Social Network Characteristics, by Blood Pressure Category and Network. 

  
Trust Network 

("Important Matters" Only) 
Advice Network 

("Health Matters" Only) 
Multiplex Network  

(“Important” and “Health”) 

  Systolic Blood Pressure (mmHg) Systolic Blood Pressure (mmHg) Systolic Blood Pressure (mmHg) 

Egocentric SNC Total (%) < 180 ≥ 180 Total (%) < 180 ≥ 180 Total (%) < 180 ≥ 180 

Degree              

  0 2094 (76) 1839 (75) 255 (81) 1943 (70) 1731 (71) 212 (68) 610 (22) 540 (22) 70 (22) 

  1 429 (16) 388 (16) 41 (13) 691 (25) 605 (25) 86 (27) 1839 (67) 1629 (66) 210 (67) 

  2 or more 242 (9) 224 (9) 18 (6) 131 (5) 115 (5) 16 (5) 316 (11) 282 (12) 34 (11) 

Mean Duration of 

Relationship (Years)              

  0-4.99 29 (4) 28 (5) 1 (2) 36 (4) 31 (4) 5 (5) 67 (3) 56 (3) 11 (5) 

  5-19.99 120 (18) 109 (18) 11 (19) 127 (15) 114 (16) 13 (13) 256 (12) 238 (12) 18 (7) 

  20-80 522 (78) 475 (78) 47 (80) 659 (80) 575 (80) 84 (82) 1831 (85) 1616 (85) 215 (88) 

  Missing - - - - - - 1 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0) 

Mean Frequency of 
Contact              

  "At least weekly" or less 166 (25) 153 (25) 13 (22) 204 (25) 180 (25) 24 (24) 323 (15) 285 (15) 38 (16) 

  "Daily" 504 (75) 458 (75) 46 (78) 618 (75) 540 (75) 78 (76) 1832 (85) 1626 (85) 206 (84) 

  Missing 1 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0) - - - - - - 

Mean Number of 
Activities Shared              

  0 398 (59) 362 (59) 36 (61) 532 (65) 453 (63) 79 (77) 1098 (51) 982 (51) 116 (48) 

  0.01-1.0 254 (38) 234 (38) 20 (34) 251 (31) 234 (32) 17 (17) 856 (40) 757 (40) 99 (41) 

  1.01-3 17 (3) 15 (2) 2 (3) 39 (5) 33 (5) 6 (6) 201 (9) 172 (9) 29 (12) 

  Missing 2 (0) 1 (0) 1 (2) - - - - - - 

Proportion Male              

  No male alters (0) 312 (46) 290 (47) 22 (37) 370 (45) 324 (45) 46 (45) 938 (44) 828 (43) 110 (45) 

  Mixed (0.01-0.99) 106 (16) 104 (17) 2 (3) 71 (9) 65 (9) 6 (6) 157 (7) 143 (7) 14 (6) 

  Only male alters (1) 253 (38) 218 (36) 35 (59) 381 (46) 331 (46) 50 (49) 1060 (49) 940 (49) 120 (49) 
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S5 Table. Egocentric Social Network Characteristics, by Diet and Network. 

  
Trust Network 

("Important Matters" Only) 
Advice Network 

("Health Matters" Only) 
Multiplex Network  

(“Important” and “Health”) 

  
Servings of fruit and vegetables  

per day 
Servings of fruit and vegetables  

per day 
Servings of fruit and vegetables  

per day 

Egocentric SNC Total (%) ≥ 5 < 5 Total (%) ≥ 5 < 5 Total (%) ≥ 5 < 5 

Degree              

  0 2094 (76) 257 (59) 1837 (79) 1943 (70) 304 (70) 1639 (70) 611 (22) 81 (19) 530 (23) 

  1 430 (16) 81 (19) 349 (15) 692 (25) 103 (24) 589 (25) 1839 (66) 282 (65) 1557 (67) 

  2 or more 242 (9) 94 (22) 148 (6) 131 (5) 25 (6) 106 (5) 316 (11) 69 (16) 247 (11) 

Mean Duration of 
Relationship (Years)              

  0-4.99 29 (4) 10 (6) 19 (4) 36 (4) 2 (2) 34 (5) 67 (3) 5 (1) 62 (3) 

  5-19.99 120 (18) 31 (18) 89 (18) 127 (15) 22 (17) 105 (15) 256 (12) 41 (12) 215 (12) 

  20-80 523 (78) 134 (77) 389 (78) 660 (80) 104 (81) 556 (80) 1831 (85) 304 (87) 1527 (85) 

  Missing - - - - - - 1 (0) 1 (0) 0 (0) 

Mean Frequency of 
Contact              

  "At least weekly" or less 166 (25) 29 (17) 137 (28) 204 (25) 26 (20) 178 (26) 323 (15) 49 (14) 274 (15) 

  "Daily" 505 (75) 146 (83) 359 (72) 619 (75) 102 (80) 517 (74) 1832 (85) 302 (86) 1530 (85) 

  Missing 1 (0) 0 (0) 1 (0) - - - - - - 
Mean Number of 

Activities Shared              

  0 399 (59) 86 (49) 313 (63) 533 (65) 74 (58) 459 (66) 1098 (51) 169 (48) 929 (51) 

  0.01-1.0 254 (38) 89 (51) 165 (33) 251 (30) 53 (41) 198 (28) 856 (40) 180 (51) 676 (37) 

  1.01-3 17 (3) 0 (0) 17 (3) 39 (5) 1 (1) 38 (5) 201 (9) 2 (1) 199 (11) 

  Missing 2 (0) 0 (0) 2 (0) - - - - - - 

Proportion Male              

  No male alters (0) 312 (46) 74 (42) 238 (48) 371 (45) 60 (47) 311 (45) 938 (44) 159 (45) 779 (43) 

  Mixed (0.01-0.99) 106 (16) 42 (24) 64 (13) 71 (9) 15 (12) 56 (8) 157 (7) 36 (10) 121 (7) 

  Only male alters (1) 254 (38) 59 (34) 195 (39) 381 (46) 53 (41) 328 (47) 1060 (49) 156 (44) 904 (50) 
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S6 Table. Egocentric Social Network Characteristics, by Physical Activity and Network. 

  
Trust Network 

("Important Matters" Only) 
Advice Network 

("Health Matters" Only) 
Multiplex Network  

(“Important” and “Health”) 

  
Moderate-equivalent minutes of  

physical activity per week 
Moderate-equivalent minutes of  

physical activity per week 
Moderate-equivalent minutes of  

physical activity per week 

Egocentric SNC Total (%) ≥ 150 < 150 Total (%) ≥ 150 < 150 Total (%) ≥ 150 < 150 

Degree              

  0 2070 (76) 1184 (71) 886 (83) 1924 (70) 1175 (70) 749 (71) 606 (22) 340 (20) 266 (25) 

  1 428 (16) 310 (18) 118 (11) 687 (25) 400 (24) 287 (27) 1819 (66) 1122 (67) 697 (66) 

  2 or more 241 (9) 183 (11) 58 (5) 128 (5) 102 (6) 26 (2) 314 (11) 215 (13) 99 (9) 

Mean Duration of 

Relationship (Years)              

  0-4.99 29 (4) 22 (4) 7 (4) 35 (4) 24 (5) 11 (4) 67 (3) 39 (3) 28 (4) 

  5-19.99 120 (18) 84 (17) 36 (20) 126 (15) 77 (15) 49 (16) 252 (12) 171 (13) 81 (10) 

  20-80 520 (78) 387 (78) 133 (76) 654 (80) 401 (80) 253 (81) 1814 (85) 1127 (84) 687 (86) 

Mean Frequency of 
Contact              

  "At least weekly" or less 164 (25) 109 (22) 55 (31) 199 (24) 116 (23) 83 (27) 323 (15) 218 (16) 105 (13) 

  "Daily" 504 (75) 384 (78) 120 (68) 616 (76) 386 (77) 230 (73) 1810 (85) 1119 (84) 691 (87) 

  Missing 1 (0) 0 (0) 1 (1) - - - - - - 

Mean Number of 
Activities Shared              

  0 398 (59) 291 (59) 107 (61) 527 (65) 319 (64) 208 (66) 1089 (51) 692 (52) 397 (50) 

  0.01-1.0 252 (38) 192 (39) 60 (34) 249 (31) 161 (32) 88 (28) 843 (40) 568 (42) 275 (35) 

  1.01-3 17 (3) 10 (2) 7 (4) 39 (5) 22 (4) 17 (5) 201 (9) 77 (6) 124 (16) 

  Missing 2 (0) 0 (0) 2 (1) - - - - - - 

Proportion Male              

  No male alters (0) 312 (47) 227 (46) 85 (48) 366 (45) 222 (44) 144 (46) 927 (43) 593 (44) 334 (42) 

  Mixed (0.01-0.99) 106 (16) 84 (17) 22 (12) 69 (8) 58 (12) 11 (4) 157 (7) 113 (8) 44 (6) 

  Only male alters (1) 251 (38) 182 (37) 69 (39) 380 (47) 222 (44) 158 (50) 1049 (49) 631 (47) 418 (53) 
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S7 Table. Adjusted Effects of Egocentric Social Network Characteristics on QRISK3 and Secondary Outcomes.  

Coefficients and 95% confidence intervals for QRISK3, SBP, total cholesterol, LDL, and BMI are presented as absolute 

differences in the continuous CVD risk factor variable; coefficients for good diet, sufficient physical activity, diabetes status, 
current tobacco use are presented as odds ratios for categorical CVD risk factors. 

    QRISK3 (log) Good Dieta 

Sufficient 
Physical 

Activityb  SBP Diabetes Statuse 

    (n = 2882) (n = 2883) (n = 2856) (n = 2882) (n = 2877) 

Network Egocentric SNC Coefficient or Odds Ratio (95% Confidence Interval) 

Trust 
Only  

Degree > 0 vs. no trust alters 0.08 (-0.21, 0.38) 0.04 (0.00, 0.45) 0.53 (0.09, 2.96) -3.57 (-15.92, 8.78) 1.66 (0.35, 7.90) 

Degree (log)c 0.01 (-0.10, 0.12) 4.15 (2.14, 8.04) 0.78 (0.38, 1.58) -1.76 (-6.38, 2.87) 1.50 (0.83, 2.71) 

Mean Duration of Relationship (log)d 0.11 (-0.02, 0.24) 0.96 (0.40, 2.29) 1.14 (0.56, 2.33) 2.00 (-3.24, 7.24) 1.42 (0.69, 2.91) 

Mean Number of Activities Shared 0.04 (-0.03, 0.12) 1.57 (0.97, 2.54) 0.95 (0.61, 1.48) 2.36 (-0.67, 5.39) 0.99 (0.66, 1.48) 

Mean Frequency of Contact -0.08 (-0.14, -0.03) 1.78 (1.09, 2.90) 1.44 (1.02, 2.04) -0.15 (-2.58, 2.27) 0.71 (0.53, 0.96) 

Proportion Male 0.05 (-0.03, 0.12) 1.13 (0.68, 1.88) 1.19 (0.75, 1.87) 0.71 (-2.43, 3.85) 1.15 (0.76, 1.75) 

Advice 

Only  

Degree > 0 vs. no advice alters -0.07 (-0.34, 0.21) 0.51 (0.05, 5.15) 0.38 (0.08, 1.76) 7.16 (-4.36, 18.68) 0.72 (0.14, 3.76) 

Degree (log)c -0.00 (-0.14, 0.14) 0.83 (0.32, 2.20) 2.44 (0.98, 6.07) -6.04 (-11.82, -0.26) 1.56 (0.74, 3.30) 

Mean Duration of Relationship (log)d 0.07 (-0.04, 0.19) 1.08 (0.46, 2.57) 0.98 (0.52, 1.88) -2.90 (-7.66, 1.86) 0.84 (0.43, 1.63) 

Mean Number of Activities Shared -0.02 (-0.08, 0.04) 0.83 (0.51, 1.34) 0.86 (0.60, 1.23) -4.11 (-6.67, -1.56) 1.21 (0.86, 1.71) 

Mean Frequency of Contact -0.01 (-0.06, 0.05) 1.25 (0.76, 2.04) 1.18 (0.87, 1.61) 0.71 (-1.67, 3.08) 1.04 (0.74, 1.46) 

Proportion Male -0.01 (-0.07, 0.06) 1.23 (0.72, 2.09) 1.02 (0.71, 1.46) 2.01 (-0.72, 4.74) 1.33 (0.91, 1.96) 

Multiplex  

Degree > 0 vs. no multiplex alters -0.18 (-0.41, 0.04) 0.21 (0.04, 1.14) 2.52 (0.69, 9.22) -0.31 (-9.44, 8.82) 0.68 (0.19, 2.43) 

Degree (log)c 0.01 (-0.10, 0.12) 1.22 (0.58, 2.58) 2.31 (1.20, 4.46) 5.19 (0.62, 9.76) 0.72 (0.38, 1.36) 

Mean Duration of Relationship (log)d 0.15 (0.07, 0.23) 2.25 (1.22, 4.13) 0.97 (0.61, 1.53) -3.34 (-6.65, -0.02) 2.02 (1.23, 3.30) 

Mean Number of Activities Shared 0.03 (-0.01, 0.06) 0.90 (0.69, 1.18) 1.12 (0.91, 1.38) 1.90 (0.44, 3.36) 1.02 (0.84, 1.24) 

Mean Frequency of Contact -0.02 (-0.06, 0.03) 1.21 (0.86, 1.71) 0.86 (0.67, 1.11) -0.16 (-1.93, 1.62) 0.96 (0.76, 1.22) 

Proportion Male 0.02 (-0.03, 0.06) 0.73 (0.53, 1.01) 0.91 (0.71, 1.16) -0.38 (-2.18, 1.42) 0.93 (0.73, 1.19) 
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    Total Cholesterol (log)f LDL (log)f BMI (log) Current Tobacco Useg 

    (n = 2800) (n = 2654) (n = 2883) (n = 2883) 

Network Egocentric SNC Coefficient or Odds Ratio (95% Confidence Interval) 

Trust 

Only  

Degree > 0 vs. no trust alters 0.05 (-0.11, 0.22) 0.17 (-0.07, 0.42) -0.04 (-0.13, 0.06) 3.00 (0.03, 350.56) 

Degree (log)c 0.01 (-0.05, 0.07) 0.00 (-0.09, 0.10) -0.00 (-0.05, 0.05) 0.51 (0.09, 2.70) 

Mean Duration of Relationship (log)d -0.01 (-0.08, 0.06) -0.04 (-0.15, 0.06) 0.01 (-0.02, 0.05) 0.96 (0.13, 7.26) 

Mean Number of Activities Shared 0.00 (-0.04, 0.04) 0.02 (-0.04, 0.08) 0.00 (-0.01, 0.02) 0.97 (0.36, 2.61) 

Mean Frequency of Contact -0.01 (-0.04, 0.02) -0.02 (-0.07, 0.02) 0.01 (-0.01, 0.03) 0.94 (0.39, 2.26) 

Proportion Male 0.01 (-0.03, 0.05) 0.02 (-0.04, 0.09) 0.00 (-0.02, 0.02) 1.45 (0.50, 4.21) 

Advice 
Only  

Degree > 0 vs. no advice alters -0.07 (-0.23, 0.08) -0.08 (-0.31, 0.15) 0.04 (-0.09, 0.17) 0.01 (0.00, 13.54) 

Degree (log)c 0.05 (-0.03, 0.13) 0.06 (-0.06, 0.18) 0.03 (-0.02, 0.07) 0.78 (0.08, 8.06) 

Mean Duration of Relationship (log)d 0.02 (-0.04, 0.09) -0.00 (-0.10, 0.09) -0.03 (-0.09, 0.02) 1.98 (0.26, 15.20) 

Mean Number of Activities Shared 0.01 (-0.03, 0.04) 0.03 (-0.02, 0.08) -0.00 (-0.03, 0.03) 1.12 (0.47, 2.69) 

Mean Frequency of Contact 0.00 (-0.03, 0.03) 0.01 (-0.04, 0.06) -0.00 (-0.03, 0.02) 2.89 (0.60, 13.85) 

Proportion Male -0.02 (-0.06, 0.02) -0.01 (-0.07, 0.04) -0.01 (-0.04, 0.03) 0.79 (0.27, 2.29) 

Multiplex  

Degree > 0 vs. no multiplex alters -0.00 (-0.12, 0.12) -0.08 (-0.27, 0.11) 0.01 (-0.11, 0.13) 20.17 (0.85, 476.96) 

Degree (log)c -0.03 (-0.09, 0.03) 0.08 (-0.01, 0.17) -0.01 (-0.07, 0.05) 0.62 (0.08, 4.69) 

Mean Duration of Relationship (log)d 0.00 (-0.04, 0.05) -0.00 (-0.07, 0.06) -0.01 (-0.06, 0.04) 0.58 (0.17, 1.97) 

Mean Number of Activities Shared 0.01 (-0.01, 0.03) 0.02 (-0.01, 0.05) -0.01 (-0.03, 0.02) 0.74 (0.42, 1.32) 

Mean Frequency of Contact 0.01 (-0.02, 0.03) 0.01 (-0.02, 0.05) 0.01 (-0.01, 0.04) 0.76 (0.42, 1.38) 

Proportion Male -0.01 (-0.03, 0.02) 0.01 (-0.03, 0.04) -0.02 (-0.05, 0.00) 0.57 (0.27, 1.23) 

 

Models adjusted for facility, participant age, self-reported health from a visual analog scale, and gender. QRISK3, total cholesterol, LDL, and BMI are log-

transformed.  

a Defined as  ≥ 5 servings of fruit and vegetables per day. 
b Defined as ≥ 150 moderate-equivalent minutes per week. 

c Calculated as log(Degree+1). 

d Calculated as mean(log(Duration of Relationship+1)). 

e Defined as self-reporting a diagnosis or having fasting glucose ≥ 7 mmol/L or having random glucose ≥ 11.1 mmol/L. 
f Total cholesterol and LDL additionally adjusted for fasting status. 
g Current tobacco use is a binary variable defined as yes or no. 
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S8 Table. Z-Score Results of Likelihood Ratio Hypothesis Tests for Effect of Social Network Characteristics on CVD Risk 

Factor Outcomes 

 Multiplex Trust Advice 

 

Advice, 

Trust, and 
Multiplex 

vs 
Advice 

and Trust 

Advice 
and 

Multiplex 
vs 

Advice 

Trust and 

Multiplex 
vs 

Trust 

Multiplex 
Vs 

Null 

Advice, 

Trust, and 
Multiplex 

vs 
Advice and 
Multiplex 

Advice 
and 

Trust 
vs 

Advice 

Trust and 

Multiplex 
vs 

Multiplex 

Trust 
vs 

Null 

Advice 

and Trust 
vs 

Trust 

Advice, 

Trust, and 
Multiplex 

vs 
Trust and 
Multiplex 

Advice 
and 

Multiplex 
vs 

Multiplex 

Advice 
vs 

Null 

QRisk3 -2.17 -2.31 -2.13 -2.30 -1.84 -2.00 -2.12 -2.29 1.36 1.22 0.46 0.49 

SBP -2.30 -2.29 -2.58 -2.41 -0.35 -0.32 0.13 0.57 -2.60 -2.32 -2.07 -2.20 

Diabetes Status -1.51 -1.54 -1.45 -1.50 -1.34 -1.37 -1.41 -1.45 -0.08 -0.17 -0.27 -0.20 

Total Cholesterol 1.17 1.13 1.12 1.03 1.10 1.06 1.13 1.04 0.69 0.73 0.75 0.67 

LDL -0.45 0.02 -0.61 0.14 -0.77 -0.36 -1.06 -0.44 0.58 0.85 0.33 0.48 

BMI -1.39 -1.26 -0.80 -0.68 0.88 1.23 0.83 1.09 0.53 -0.37 -0.41 0.43 

Current Tobacco Use -0.21 -0.13 -0.03 0.04 1.26 1.42 1.03 1.13 0.66 0.41 0.26 0.46 

Diet -1.84 -1.48 -1.80 -1.56 -5.18 -5.01 -5.25 -5.13 1.30 1.18 0.79 0.61 

Physical Activity -5.87 -4.89 -5.93 -4.13 -4.41 -3.12 -4.83 -2.56 -1.08 -0.91 -1.78 -0.01 
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