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Abstract: Asyoung people pass through puberty and adolescence,
health needs related to sexual and reproductive health arise.
Adolescents and youth have been perceived to have few health
needs and little income to access to health services. As a result,
they have generally been neglected by the health systems. In
Kenya, inadequate dissemination and implementation of existing
policies have further hampered the successful implementation of
adolescent and youth sexual and reproductive health (AYSRH)
programs. |f left out, the youth will lack of information may
result in behaviors that may affect their future lives. Several
attempts have been made by the government and another
stakeholder to ensure adequate dissemination of reproductive
health information to the youth; however, due to limited
resources, the information is still inadequate. With web 2.0
technologies wide adoption by the youth, these technologies can
be harnessed to fill the gap. This study sought to find the use of
web 2.0 technologies in the provision of the of reproductive
health information to the youth. The study found out that
Facebook is the most widely used web 2.0 technology followed by
WhatsApp. the study also found out that as much as the
technologies have a potential in reaching the youth, caution must
be exercised not to expose the youth to security breaches while
online.

Keywords: Web 2.0, Social Networking Sites, Reproductive
Health, Preference

I INTRODUCTION

The Web 2.0 is the new generation of the Internat th

Past research has indicated these youths are alwvdiye
either looking for information or entertainment. oBe
searching for health information account for 31%hwii7%
searching for sensitive health topics such as dusg,
depression, and sexual health (Lenhart, PurcelithSr&
Zickuhr, 2010).

A study by FHI 360/PROGRESS and the Ministry of kea
(2011), indicated that the youth form a significant
proportion of the country’s population. If their &l and
Reproductive Health (SRH) needs are not addressed
adequately, the country will suffer multiple conseqces
socially, economically, health and education.

The youth may result into risky sexual behaviaarly
sexual debut, substance abuse, sexual and geruencs,
multiple sexual partners, and inadequate accessdaise of
contraceptives including condoms for dual protecti®he
to undesirable outcomes of this include and nottdichto
unintended pregnancy, early childbirth, abortiorariye
marriage, and sexually transmitted infections idgig
HIV(UNICEF, 2011).

The adverse outcomes curtail young people’sitaktib
achieve their economic and social goals, whicluin affect
the country’s long-term development. (FHI
360/PROGRESS & Ministry of Health, 2011; Magadi,
2006; Makona et al., 2008).

The Provision of SRH services and promotiorydang

allows content and applications to be created bystmoPe€ople in Kenya is mainly done via three types estise

Internet users through participation and collaboratThe
technologies are often labeled as social media wzsw-

providers: Public or Ministry of Health (MoH), Non-
Governmental Organisations (NGO) and Faith-Based

generated content (Kaplan & Haenlein, 2010; DooleyRrganisations (FBO). However, many challenges dash

Jones, & Iverson 2014). Other researchers have tised

term social media networksBik, & Goldstein, (2013).
Edosomwan et al.,(2011); Bik, & Goldstein, 2013)cial
networking (Lenhart, & Madden,(2007); Boyd, & Etis,
(2007); Vickery, & Wunsch-Vincent, (2007)), withrew
web 3.0 technologies being a hot topic in reseéifendler,
20009).

The web 2.0 provides a new avenue that if aaledy
exploited can act as the bridge and deliver thehmezded
Sexual and Reproductive Health (SRH) informatiorthte
youth effectively which this research seeks to esgl The
popular web 2.0 technologies include:- Facebookitt&uy

budget allocation, limited resources for bettergoamming,
inadequate physical infrastructure for provisionsefvices,
and inadequate Reproductive Health (RH) informafion
youth (FHI 360/PROGRESS & Ministry of Health, 2011)
The lack of the reproductive information has biglemtified
as one of the predominant challenges facing theéhydthe
lack has been due to the challenges coupled with ol
information propagation models that have relied the
traditional top-down approach (Godia et al., 2014).

FHI 360/PROGRESS and the Ministry of Health1(P0)
recommended the exploration of emerging intervestio
such as using ICT to reach youth with SRH inforomatnd

|nstagram, Snapchat’ WhatsApp among others. Aowrdﬂake the adVantageS of these teChnOIOgieS, Whmhlmady

to Lenhart, (2009), by the age of 15 years, mo&¥{)7of the

popular with youth. The study concluded that thathkaneed

teenagers a“’eady have social networking Sites”mof information on reproductive health that is tal’gdtethe age

(SNS).
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group rather than that is targeted to the generilip (FHI
360/PROGRESS & Ministry of Health, 2011). Boyaiakt
( 2011), asserts that majority of the youth prefeernet
search engines and friends as a source of repredunealth
information rather than their family members,
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With most teenagers conceding that, the internétasfirst capability of sending the same message to severakand
stop if they have any questions regarding sex. people all at once (Ezumah, 2013).

Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDE#®)e Twitter is a great way to keep in touch with frisndnd
researched Adolescents, Technology, and ReducsigfRi  quickly broadcast information about where you aré ahat
HIV, STDs, and Pregnancy. The research concludatl thyou are up to. It can be used to broadcast last rand
incorporating technology and new media into preeent blog posts, interact with followers; it enables yeas
efforts can significantly improve adolescents’ a&sceto collaboration and group communication (Reddy, 2014)
sexual health information, thereby providing inntbv@ There there are 2.2 million monthly active Kenyans
ways for promoting adolescent sexual heaBluh et al., Twitter. 1 million of them use Twitter every day AKE,
2013). 2016).

In the \_/vak_e of the Web 2.0 phenomenc_)n, publsalth C. WhatsApp
communication strategies are also changing to méieh _ ) )
increasingly important and rapidly evolving sociabdia WhatSApp messenger is a propriety cross-platforstai
revolution (Newbold & Campos, 2011). This reseaish Messaging client for smartphones. WhatsApp features
anchored on the study of uses of web 2.0 techresdigi the simple, reliable messaging that uses an internenextion

dissemination of reproductive health information tee [0 communicate. Group chats, enables users to share
youth. messages, photos, and videos with up to 256 petmece.

WhatsApp voice and video calls are cost-effectived a
1. PREFERRED WEB 2.0 BY THE YOUTH international as _they also use the interngt. Usars send
) . photos and videos on WhatsApp instantly. PDFs,

According to Facebook, there are 6.1 million Ker/an gocuments, spreadsheets, slideshows and more caenbe
which is up 1.8 million users registered last yedendo \yithout the hassle of email or file sharing apps &
report puts the number of monthly active usersandllion February 2016, the Facebook-owned WhatsApp most
700,000 monthly active users estimated last yezgo®d on up to one billion(WhatsApp Inc. 2016).
the list is V\/_hgtsApp which is a viral chgttinglpﬁdmtn in According to a study by Kaigwa, Madung, and €bst
Ke_nya, anq it is estimated to have _10 million usens_enya (2014), WhatsApp was the single defining trend @12 in
while the likes of Instagram and LinkedIn are estiedl 10 Kenya. It features in many aspects and is expedotetiange
have 3 million and 1.5 million respectively (Itim2016). many facets including business for the better. &oci
A. Facebook messaging, in general, has recently become a global
Facebooklaunched in 2004, is the most popular SOci[,#)henomenon. WhatsApp has become an essential dhanne

networking sites to date. Its users interact byatipd their dor:vepre(r)sfog(;;ov-sg:t?(:‘nsC(())r:n;tjhneltr:astfc?ala;de dihaas t;{zcggne a
“status,” writing on other members “walls,” or sémgl P

direct personal messages. Users can create anéhjeiest content shared on WhatsApp finds its way on Twittad

groups, ‘like’ pages, import and search for corsgaeind Fa_(l:_ﬁbozk (EAKE’ 2016f).Wh tSA h i
upload photos and videos. Recently, Facebook liaes, . € Migh usage o alsApp among the youth 13
feature that allows for posting of live photos wadded. attributed to its high ~popularity among the _youth,
Notably, more than 350 million Facebook users seteir availability of affordable internet which makes amet-
account,s via their mobile phones. Among universit ased communication prominent; availability of fid&-Fi
students, a study by Mugera (2015) established t jthin most universities; Cellular service providehave
Facebooyk was the most preferred SNS and attracte m o_wered co_st_bundles especial!y for social medizlfsas
users than other social networks; with the mosnftly and irtel’s U”"m't?d bundles) making them cheaperrttiaxt-
interactive platform. based messaging.

Studies indicate that students spend roughly 10ii@s per D. Instagram

day on Facebook; with 82% of college students mepor |nstagram is an application that allows users ke fictures

logging into Facebook several times a day (KnighteMdrd,  4nq videos and share them on a variety of socialarking

Cleary, Grant, et al., 2016. According to Facebdb&re are pjatforms. Facebook owns it. There are an estimaed

6.1 million Kenyans on Facebook (Bloggers Assogia®f yijiion Instagram users in Kenya (BAKE, 2016).

Kenya (BAKE) (2016). Instagram is a name coined by combining the word
B. Twitter “instant” and “telegram.” It facilitates the shaginf images

: . : . . . . and photos on multiple platforms and services sessty.
Twitter is a social networking and microblogging\see. Image filters transform photos into professionaiking

Twitter, a real-time information network that connects user§%lpshotS Also, uploading is made fast and efficihotos
to the latest information about what they find reting was ’

- - _ , can be shared on Flickr, Facebook, and Twitter and
launched in 2006. Users communicate via “Tweetsicvh oy rsquare. Many ‘selfies’ or self-portrait shote ahared

are short posts limited to 140 characters, alsowall yig |nstagram. On Instagram, a user can follow otreers'

embedded media links. Twitter users can “follow” Orphoto streams as they post them and you can bawied
necessarily subscribe to the updates of other uSeitter's  pack by those users (or other users) as well.

uniqueness is the use of a hashtag (#) precedintpftic of
interest or discussion or event for instance #mdpctve
health. It is an online version of text-messaginithwhe
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Users can search for friends by name or find fréethdit are
already connected to you on other social netwoiks |
Facebook or Twitter. Users can follow a persone lix
comment on photos and browse to find new usersltow
and creative photos to look at (Reddy, 2014).

E. Snapchat

Snapchat is an application for iPhones, iPads amdr@d
devices. It allows subscribers to send to othesatibers’
photos that expire in one to ten seconds. Thereaare
estimated 100 million daily active users of Snapchhout

ISSN: 2319-6378, Volume-5 Issue-8, August 2018

promoting health. The study found out that sociadia
satisfy a role of socializing, creating contentidormation
seeking; and can play an essential role in engaging
individuals in health and could be a cost-effectipdion to
include as a channel in the promotion of health.

Moreover, young people are often proficient rasef
online and networked technologies, and therefore th
harnessing, expanding and promoting young peopilés sk
and understandings of SNS may hold the key to aweirg
the issues of concerning reproductive health infdiom
dissemination to the youth (ACMA 2009c; Bauman 2007

70% of whom are women More than 77% of collegegiin et al. 2011).

students use Snapchat at least once per day (KkigGbrd
et al., 2016).
M. WEB 2.0 TECHNOLOGIES AND HEALTH
INFORMATION ACCESS

One of the most distinctive characteristics afial media
is its participatory nature that allows interesfmtties an
opportunity to engage in an interaction. By encgimg
contributions and feedback from everyone who ieriggted,
social media blurs the line between media and awgdie
(Mayfield, 2008). SNS allows people to share andage
with each other so that they enable content shdRiogso et
al., 2008).

SNS encourages participatory contributions frasers
themselves, facilitating multi-way communication
information (Newbold, 2015). SNS is an accessibkans
of interaction for young adults, in which they desashare,

Levac and O’sullivan (2010), agree with theselifigs.
They add that Social media holds considerable piatefor
health promotion and other health intervention\éigis, as
it addresses some of the limitations in traditiohaklth
communication by increasing accessibility, intei@tt
engagement, empowerment, and customization.

Further, SNS increases the potential for eagess to
preventive medicine, interaction with health careviers,
inter-professional communication in emergency
management, and public health.

A study by Heldman, Schindelar, and Weaver, (2013),
indicates that using social media channels; health
organizations can share relevant content wheres user
already spending their time. This becomes convérfien

ofboth parties. They can connect “starting where gheple

are” by using social media.
The access of SNS through mobile phone has beésegra

and exchange information in virtual communities andor being more convenient, straightforward, andndo rely

networks. It allows participants to be the creatarsd
consumers of content that is then discussed, nead#ind
shared (Wong, Merchant & Moreno, (2015).

Health promotion specialists continually seafoch new
and efficient methods of reaching people of variagss.
According to Levac and O’Sullivan, (2010), The a$eew
technology, more precisely web 2.0 technologies|dtbe a
key strategy in helping to solve some of the cimgjéss faced
by those in the health promotion field in decadd®e study
concludes that Health promotion agencies can iser¢ae
likelihood of reaching students by posting on aialoc
networking site, rather than on a traditional goweent-run
website.

According to Kreps and Neuhauser (2010),
behavior change requires changing shared sociatiges.
The people’s attitudes, values, and beliefs abeaith are a
direct product of social interaction. Therefore, BN
provides users the opportunity to connect to onethar,

which could thus prove favorable for positive healt Athough web 2.0

behavior change
Chu,

on users to access computers at scheduled timevobBite-
phone users are likely to have their phone on tleew
within reach most of the time, it is easy for peofd take
part in interventions as they can participate 3t tame and
anywhere. Such features are likely to be partitplar
advantageous for use with youth populations (Galcle
2010).

However, studies by Trautner,( 2013) and Levac
O’sullivan, (2010), suggests that a clear undedstan of
social media is needed to achieve successful health
promotion results since social media offers fundatally
different rules of communication from the traditidn
communication channels.

health

\A CHALLENGES OF WEB 2.0
TECHNOLOGIES AND REPRODUCTIVE HEALTH
INFORMATION DISSEMINATION AMONG THE
YOUTH

technologies present an array of
opportunities, caution should be taken when adgptiem.

et al. (2011) note that the primary motivationsrhe web 2.0 tools allow and sometimes even encesrag

underlying SNSs choice are considered similar arel aysers to publish very personal information. Taraseo al.

motivated by global desires including informaticeeking,
entertainment, convenience, and social interactidhis
study will focus on the popular SNS platforms based
recent studies. In Kenya for instance as notedKmross
and Kosgei (2016) the SNS are playing an incrgasite in
public awareness to educate, impart knowledge kifld ®
members of the society.

Trautner (2013) explored how social media ansl
technological development has led to new oppoitsifor
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(2010), notes that the youth, especially betweenaties of
18 and 22, seem unaware of the potential dangessére
facing when entering real personal and contactrinédion
in their profiles while accepting ‘friendship’ reggts from
strangers. More and more the users demand moracgriv
for their profile,

it
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In recent years we have seen improvements and pacamB. The Frequency of Use of Social Networking Site

on SNS especially Facebook’s privacy options. ThHease
been some debate on the Internet especially abeutase
of Facebook, because of concerns among the publiow
Facebook could use personal data and what amouhisof
data could be reaching other third parties (Mas#iteo,
2010). Many youths have raised a red flag abouat oéing
and targeted advertisements that are now beingepush
their social networking timelines.

According to Evers et al. (2013), time and fugdare
required to develop resources, foster technicdlsskand
management support to allow for ongoing moderaitictine

provision of content which secure, within the pyplic

framework and risk-free to the youth.

Evers et al. (2013) argument are supported bgreay of
literature which asserts that it is crucial to kéeformation
relevant, accurate, current, and accessible andngage
young people in the design, implementation, anduati@n
of digital health campaigns (Livingstone & Brake)1®).

Newman et al(2011) revealed although social media have

presented an opportunity to communicate informatios
youth, sometimes these media may not be an eféegtnue
for information that may see private such as healhes.
This is because people like to maintain a positlestity as
a healthy person in their social network and, cqueatly,

The researcher sought to find out how often thpaedents
logged into SNS to determine the general interwityse of
these platforms. Majority of the respondents 63#icated
that they used SNS daily, 33.8% of them used SN8Iy0
A minority of them admitted to using SNS weekly6®)
and monthly (0.7%) as presented in Table 2.

These findings substantiation in line with thageCoyle
& Vaughn (2008) who found out that the averageegsl
student visits their social networking three tirpes day.

Table 2: Frequently of Use of Social Networking Sés

Duration Frequency Percent
Hourly 103 33.8
Daily 192 63.0
Weekly 8 2.6
Monthly 2 0.7
Total 307 100.0
C. Preferred Sources of Reproductive Health

Information

The study sought to find out the most popular sesirof
reproductive health information and respondentsevesked

they may be very selective about what they post ag indicate their preferred source of reproducthealth
Facebook. When they want to be more open about th@iformation. From the survey findings, the majori the
struggles and need for help, they prefer closednenl respondents (59.9%) preferred the internet while2@3
communities that enable frank and open discussionsieferred medical of a health practitioner. Only8®6 of the

Similarly, Morris, Teevan, and Panovich (2010) atithng
(2012) found that both adults and college studearts
reluctant to use social networking sites for sesitwealth
problems.

V. RESULTS

A. Media for Social Networking Sites Access

The study sought to find out the devices that #spondents
had access to and were using for social networkirge
survey established that majority of the respond8s6%)
had access to and were using mobile devices (fample,
mobile phones and tablets) to access SNS, furth&¥b of
them had access to and were using laptops. A nynofi

the respondents, 27.7% had access to and usedoplesk

computers to access SNS as presented in Table 1.
These findings show that most of the respondéaid
access to and preferred portable mobile devices they
used to access SNS. These findings are in line thithe of
Gold et al., 2010) who elaborated that mobile devibave
features that are particularly advantageous for wié

youth populations such as being more convenient
straightforward, and do not rely on users to access

computers at scheduled times.
Table 1: Access to the Device(S) For Accessing SNS

Medium Frequency  Percent
Mobile device (phone, tablet) 275 89.6
Laptop 174 56.7
Desktop computer 85 21.7

Retrieval Number: H1263085818
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respondents preferred to source reproductive health
information from friends, family, and books as dittated in
Table 3.

Table 3: Preferred Source of Reproductive Health

Information
Information Source Frequency Percent
Internet 184 59.9
Books 52 16.9
Friends/Family 64 20.8
Medical/Health practitioner 102 33.2

Findings from the qualitative research were not ffam
guantitative results. A key-informant 1, a commatiizns
lecturer indicated that:

“Given the access to mobile devices and affordaivien

free internet access, most youths have turned ¢o th
' Internet including social media as a primary infation
source. They (youth) form the bulk of the sociatlime
users and use it to access a variety of information
including reproductive health. They get this infatian
from friends, groups, and pages they follow on aoci
media.”

a‘\d Engine,,-ng
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D. Preferred SNS Platform Used
Reproductive Health Information

The study sought to find out the most populaefgrred)
social network site for accessing
information by the respondents. The study found that
Facebook was the most popular SNS with 55%, foltbtwe
WhatsApp with 34.2%. A minority of the respondeunsed
Twitter (5.8%), and Instagram (4.9%) as illustraited able
4,

These findings concur with Mugera (2015), whorfdwut

that Facebook was the most preferred SNS and &tinzare
users than other social networks and therefore tlhé most
friendly and interactive platform among universityidents.
A study on social media use by the youth by Len{2015)

revealed that 66% of the respondents used Facebbeke
findings reveal that Facebook is the most SNS antbeg
youth both for general use and for accessing remtdce

health information.

to  Access

Table 4: Social Network Platform used for Reprodudte
Health Information

SNS Platform Frequency Percent
Facebook 169 55
WhatsApp 105 34.2
Twitter 18 5.8
Instagram 14 4.9

reproductive theal

ISSN: 2319-6378, Volume-5 Issue-8, August 2018

Table 5: Type of Reproductive Health Information
Sought From SNS

Health information type Frequency Percent
Reproductive Health problems 157 51.1
and infections
Reproductive Health symptoms 121 39.4
and diagnosis
Pregnancy 91 29.6
prevention/contraception
Experiences of peers, and others 9g 31.9
in reproductive health matters
Personal research and a second 102 33.2
opinion on reproductive health
Medication details for 83 27
reproductive health matters
Reproductive health care
providers and hospitals/clinics 73 238
where one can physically go to
for reproductive health

An interview with a Key-informant 2, a health offic
collaborates with the study findings. The informauated
that:

“The youth in most cases will look for informatidghey
consider private and or embarrassing from socialdiae
This information includes reproductive health infeas,
symptoms, contraception and pregnancy and othesopex
research on reproductive health matters”.

The findings were in line with the Key-Informants 1 A Key-informant 3. The counselor added that:

Communication lecturer in an interview affirmedttha

“Facebook is the most popular social networkingesit,
therefore, would not be surprised if this popubarhoils
over to for health information. It (Facebook) is pudar
because of the many features it has to offer, aisddasy to
use. There are groups, pages and people that adeated
to specific topics including health information $eeamong

“The youth are in a phase in their lives where thag
conscious about how others perceive them. Sinog dhe
going through reproductive health development amd a
experimenting, they are constantly looking for nost
information about health but also what their pears going
through and comparing all this information. Socrakdia
provides them access and ability to do this. Topthaair

other reasons make it popular compared to the athersearch list would be sexual and reproductive health

WhatsApp is also gaining popularity especially fmople

infections details, and topics considered stigneatiby the

who know each other in the real world. | do not see society such as contraception, STIs and. Those pnth

situation where the youth would change their prefer

existing reproductive health conditions will predaently

social networking site just because they are seekirsearch forinformation about them”.

reproductive health information. They, however, |douse
pseudo accounts.”-Communication Lecturer

E. Type of Reproductive Health Information Sought on
Social Networking Site

The study proceeded to interrogate the type ofocymtive

health information respondents looked for from ¢h&NS.

As presented in Table 5, the majority of the resigos

F. The extent of Use of Social Networking Site to
Access Reproductive Health

The study sought to establish the extent to which t

respondents preferred to use SNS for access todegtive

health information. The findings of the study iratied that

45% of the respondents used SNS to access repinoaluct

health to some extent while a significant 31.6%duSBIS to

(51.1%) looked for reproductive health problems and great extent. A minority of the respondents uShIG for

infections. Other significant health informationught from

reproductive health to a very small extent and bmetent

SNS were symptoms and diagnosis (39.4%); personaith 11.8% and 11.4% respectively. This is presgrite

research and second opinion (33.2%); and expesente
peers, and others in reproductive health matteis9¢3).
Other information sought was
prevention and contraception (29.6%); medicatiotaitie
for reproductive health matters (27%); and repraslac
health care providers and hospitals/clinics wheme can
physically (23.8).

Retrieval Number: H1263085818
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Table 6. All respondents in this study had used SbIS
access reproductive health, what varied was thenexdf

regarding pregnancyse. According to Knight-McCord et al., (2016), lege

students log onto Facebook several times a day.
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This factor is attributable to the convenience otems access reproductive health information. The ressiftsw
through mobile devices which the students have hemt that majority of the respondents used Facebookctess
most of the time. reproductive health information. More specificalk8% of
the respondents indicated that they use Facebaokdine
extent and great extent” (n = 67+55 out of 1683darce for
productive health information. Similarly, 83 resgents

Table 6: The Extent of the Use of Social NetworBites
To Access Reproductive Health?

SNS Platform Frequency Percent (n=49+34 out of 105), which represents 75% of Whpfs

Very small extent 36 11.7 users indicated that they use the platform to “s@xient
and large extent” to source for reproductive health

Small extent 35 11.4 information. In a ratio of 1 to 1.6 of FacebookthatsApp.

Some extent 138 45.0 In aggregate, this study indicates that majority tbé

Great Extent 97 31.6 respondents who used social media significantladoess
reproductive health information used Facebook and

Total 307 100.0 WhatsApp. The results are as presented in Table 7.

A cross tabulation was conducted to analyze thagiosiship
between SNS platform used and extent of use of 8NS

Table 7: Relationship between Use and Extent of\N& in Accessing Reproductive Health Information

Which Social Networking Platform Do You or Did You use to Look for Reproductive Health Information? *
To What Extent Do You Use Social Networking SitesotAccess Reproductive Health?
Very small Small Some Great Total
extent extent extent Extent

Which social networking  Facebook 23 23 67 55 168
platform do you or did you  WhatsApp 11 11 49 34 105
use to look for )
reproductive health Twitter 2 0 11 5 18
information? Instagram 0 1 11 3 15

Total 36 35 138 97 306

These findings echo those of the Key-informant®sriview currently the most popular social media platformoas the

findings. The health officer echoed that: world. The finding is in agreement with Mugera 18) and
The youth are already using the social networks fdr€nhart (2015). It is worthy to note WhatsApp &irgng
accessing reproductive health. Facebook is veryufgop Popularity. This is due to its thinness and therefcan run
at the moment, so they use it to look for reprogtect €ven in old phone models in addition to consumiegeir
health information while WhatsApp groups are fateofor ~data bundles.
those with similar interest mainly because of high The study further found that the majority of the
interactivity, mostly they augment existing physicd€spondents went on social media to look for repcade

connections health problems such as infections, second opinimms
health, peer experience, pregnancy prevention and
V1. DISCUSSION/CONCLUSION contraception, medication details for reproductivealth

matters among others. The reproduction healthrrimdition

The study found out that most of the respondents ugs the list since the youth consider this typinfdrmation
mobile phone devices to access the social netwgrites. 5 pe private and that they have the option to fema

The findings are in concurrence with a study bydeial.,  anonymous or get information from only trusted ride on
(2010), who elaborated that mobile devices havéufea o SNS platforms. The researcher finally compéresuse
that are particularly advantageous for use with tyou 504 the extent of use of SNS for reproductive healt
populations such as being more convenient, stf@ighard, jytormation.  The study found that majority of the
and do not rely on users to access computers atistu respondents used SNS extensively for access ajdaptive

times. On the frequency of use, the study foundni@st of eqith information. In aggregate, this study intisathat
the respondents accessed the SNS daily and futh@n  maiority of the respondents who used social media

hourly basis. The study sought to find out the @meld  gignificantly to access reproductive health infotiora used
source of reproductive health information. The gtémind  F5cebhook and WhatsApp. Although social media hasvsh
out that most of the youth (59.9%) preferred int¢ras the e potential to fill the gap needed for commuriaatof
source of reproductive health information as comgaio  geyal and health information, the youth have thelirig

the clinics and family members. that they are not actively involved in programst treaget
The study found out that Facebook was the moptlar  nem and

SNS with 55%, followed by WhatsApp with 34.2%. A
minority of the respondents used Twitter (5.8%)d an
Instagram (4.9%) this is not a surprise since Faokhs
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Thus compromising effectiveness and sustainabitify 16.

interventions. The youth feel that there could berem

involvement of the community and youth to adequatel;;.

address issues specific to a community or populatib

young people (FHI 360/PROGRESS & Ministry of Health18

2011).

RECOMMENDATION 19.
The study recommends that although SNS provide and20:

good platform for disseminating reproductive health
information, the caution to be taken of the current

technology trends when developing or adapting pnogrto  21.

determine their relevance and appropriatenesseaching

target audiences. There is a need for Periodicsassnt of 22,

favorite and new technologies and how they aredbased
by the youth. The study recommends further reseanctine
factors that influence the choice of a particulaabw?2.0
technology for accessing reproductive health infatiom.

24.
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