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Abstract
Objective: To evaluate the effect of presenting positively attribute-framed side effect
information on COVID-19 booster vaccine intention relative to standard negatively-framed
wording and a no-intervention control.
Design setting and participants: A representative sample of Australian adults (N=1,204) were
randomised to one of six conditions within a factorial design: Framing (Positive; Negative;
Control) * Vaccine (Familiar (Pfizer); Unfamiliar (Moderna)).
Intervention: Negative Framing involved presenting the likelihood of experiencing side effects
(e.g., heart inflammation is very rare, 1 in every 80,000 will be affected), whereas Positive
Framing involved presenting the same information but as the likelihood of not experiencing side
effects (e.g., 79,999 in every 80,000 will not be affected).
Primary Outcome: Booster vaccine intention measured pre- and post-intervention.
Results: Positive Framing (M=75.7, SE=0.9, 95% CI[73.9, 77.4]) increased vaccine intention
relative to Negative Framing (M=70.7, SE=0.9, 95% CI[68.9, 72.4]) overall (F(1, 1192)=4.68,
p=.031, 7,°=.004). Framing interacted with Vaccine and Baseline Intention (F(2, 1192)=6.18,
p=.002, 1,°=.01). Positive Framing was superior, or at least equal, to Negative Framing and
Control at increasing Booster Intention, irrespective of the participants pre-intervention level of
intent. Side effect worry and perceived severity mediated the effect of Positive vs. Negative
Framing across vaccines.
Conclusion: Positive framing of side effect information appears superior for increasing vaccine
intent relative to the standard negative wording currently used.

Pre-registration: See: aspredicted.org/LDX 2ZL
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2

Introduction

Reasons for vaccine hesitancy are multifaceted!-2. However, side effect apprehension is a
primary factor!, with previous experience of COVID-19 vaccine side effects shown to reduce
later booster vaccine intention®. To achieve effective societal protection from COVID-19,
behavioural intervention is required to reduce apprehension and increase vaccine acceptance®.

Side effect information framing has been suggested as such an intervention®. Standard
negative wording is typically used to present side effect information on official sources such as
the Australian Government and AusVaxSafety (a national vaccine safety system) websites. For
example, “33% of people were affected by headaches after their second Pfizer dose”. Our
research suggests negative wording of this type may increase hesitancy relative to positive
wording (i.e., presenting the number not affected) ®. Further, consistent with prior research
demonstrating that vaccine relevance or familiarity moderates the effect of framing’?, this effect
was especially pronounced when associated with an unfamiliar vaccine®.

Updating currently presented side effect information with a positively framed
counterpart is both easy to implement and does not violate patient informed consent (given that
statistical information is equivalent to the standard negative form)°. As such, framing may be
particularly well suited to increasing vaccine acceptance. However, in our previous research
conducted in a UK sample, framing was applied to side effect frequency bands presented in
manufacturer Patient Information Leaflets (PILs). This statistical information is commonly
presented in the EU, but not in Australia.

In the present study, we therefore tested an intervention more similar to current
Australian sources of side effect information (such as AusVaxSafety). Information detailing
severe side effects (heart inflammation and anaphylaxis'®!!) and side effect-induced daily
disruptions (data from AusVaxSafety) were presented to participants who had received two

doses of a COVID-19 vaccine but no booster. This information was presented using the
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standard negative wording (Negative Framing group), positive wording (Positive Framing
group), or not at all (No-Intervention Control group).

Pre-registered hypotheses were as follows: 1) being presented with objective side effect
information, irrespective of type of framing, would increase Booster Intention relative to
Control; 2) Positive Framing would increase Booster Intention relative to Negative Framing; 3)
Framing (Positive or Negative) would interact with Vaccine Familiarity, with the effect of
Positive Framing on Booster Intention being stronger for a less familiar vaccine (i.e., Moderna
relative to Pfizer: at the time of data collection ~10,000,000 doses of Moderna had been
administered compared to 38,454,860 doses of Pfizer). Secondary-outcomes were explored as

potential mediators of the framing effect®!>!® (see Supplementary Materials: S1.1).

Methods

Participants

Participants (NV=1,204) were recruited via Pureprofile, an ISO-certified panel provider.
Inclusion criteria were: 1) 18+ years of age; 2) residing in Australia; 3) self-reported English
fluency; 4) two doses of a COVID-19 vaccine; 5) no booster vaccine. Data were collected
between 3713 December 2021, just prior to the Omicron outbreak in Australia. Participants
received $2 for a 10-minute survey. All procedures in this pre-registered study
(aspredicted.org/LDX 2ZL) were approved by the University of Sydney Human Research
Ethics Committee (reference, 2021/871), and all participants provided informed consent.
Reporting is consistent with STROBE guidelines (Supporting Information: S1.2).
Data Collection

Data were collected on Pureprofile’s inhouse platform. Stratification and randomisation
(via random number generation) occurred via inbuilt code. Quotas were set for a minimum

N=200 in each experimental condition (details below). All items required a response before
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97  advancement. Several additional items concerning COVID-19 were collected prior to

98  randomisation for a separate pre-registered study (aspredicted.org/XSS ZD1).

99  Design
100 Participants were stratified by their previous two COVID-19 vaccine doses
101  (2xPfizer/2xAstraZeneca/Combination) and randomised to one of six experimental conditions in
102 a3 (Framing: Positive, Negative, Control) by 2 (Vaccine: Familiar(Pfizer) vs.
103  Unfamiliar(Moderna)) factorial design.
104 The primary outcome was COVID-19 Booster Intention post-intervention for the
105  assigned vaccine (either Pfizer or Moderna). The following secondary outcomes were measured
106  to test for mediation of the framing effect: 1) Side Effect Worry; 2) Side Effect Severity; 3)
107  Booster Protection. Two additional outcomes were measured. The first was Booster Intention
108  for the “unassigned” vaccine (for the Framing groups, this was the vaccine for which they
109  received no side-effect information; for the Control group, this was simply the other vaccine).
110 This was used to explore possible generalisation of the framing effect to the other vaccine. The
111 second was familiarity with the side effects of the Pfizer and Moderna vaccines measured pre-
112 intervention. This was used to confirm that participants’ responses reflected the assumed
113 Familiarity with each vaccine (i.e., Familiar/Pfizer>Unfamiliar/Moderna). All measures were
114  rated on 100-point Visual Analogue Scale (VAS).
115  Framing Intervention
116 The intervention occurred in five stages. In stage 1, participants selected whether ‘daily
117  disruptions’ or ‘serious side effects’ were their primary vaccination concern. In stage 2, they
118  estimated the percentage of the population they believed would experience six side effects
119  common to both the Pfizer and Moderna vaccine (i.e., local reaction, fatigue, headache, muscle
120 or joint pain, gastrointestinal symptoms, fever) after receiving the framed vaccine. In stage 3,
121  they were shown their responses from stage 2 against veridical percentages from Australian

122 population data (derived from AusVaxSafety; 8" November 2021) for 1 minute. Stages 2 and 3
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123 were performed in order to encourage participants to engage with and process the presented side
124 effect information. The primary components of the intervention occurred in stages 4 and 5. In
125  stage 4, participants viewed framed information (either positive or negative depending on group
126  assignment) in the form of infographics regarding ‘daily disruptions’ from side effects. In stage
127 5 this was also done regarding ‘serious side effects’ (estimates from!%!!). Stages 4 and 5 were
128  displayed for 30 seconds each. The exact order of presentation for stages 4 and 5 depended on
129  the participant’s primary concern from stage 1. For example, if they indicated that they were
130 more concerned with ‘daily disruptions’ then that information was first presented at stage 4.

131 The information presented to the Positive and Negative framing groups differed only in
132 terms of whether this information stated the likelihood of experiencing or not experiencing the
133 described side effect. Those assigned to the Negative Framing group saw ‘standard’ wording
134 regarding side effects (e.g., Heart Inflammation: occurrence is very rare, 1 in every 80,000 will
135  be affected), while those in the Positive Framing group saw the logical inverse (e.g., occurrence
136  is very rare, 79,999 in every 80,000 will not be affected). Example infographics are displayed in
137  Figure 1 (all infographics presented in S1.4). Framed information was not presented to the

138  Control group. Instead, participants undertook an activity of their choosing for an equivalent

139  intervention duration (2 minutes).
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1a 1b ic
THE EXPERIENCE OF DISRUPTIONS TO
SIDE EFFECTS DAILY LIFE SERIOUS SIDE EFFECTS
WE ASKED YOU ——— ——— DID YOU KNOW DID YOU KNOW

We asked you to estimate the percentage of people in
Australia experiencing six of the most common side
effects to the Moderna vaccine

Severe allergic reaction (anaphylaxis) and heart
inflammation (myocarditis and pericarditis) are two of the
most serious side effects resulting from the Moderna
vaccine, but the likelihood of experiencing them is very rare.

HEART | 79,999

47% of people in Australia did not
experience any side effects from

their Moderna vaccines.
The graph below presents your personal estimates

in orange against the actual data collected from the
Australian population in blue.

Please move your mouse over the data to explore the INFLAMMATION in every
differences. 76% were able to continue with occurrence is ,ooo
work, study, or routine duties VERY RARE il not be affected
98% did not need to seek the ALLERGIC L 399’999
advice of a medical professional in in every
the days after their vaccination. ROECQSEI(!SSN @ 400,000
will not be affected
VERY RARE
There have been no deaths in Australia
Seo0% 1% % 2% 0% I A% s from either side effect.

® Your data @ Actual data

140
141  Figure 1: Example materials used to present side effect information to those who received

142 Positive Framing of the Unfamiliar vaccine (i.e., Moderna). la demonstrates the wording when
143 presenting estimated and actual prevalence rates for the six common side effects, 1b concerns
144 daily disruptions, and 1c serious adverse events from vaccination.

145

146  Procedure

147 Prior to randomisation, all participants provided demographic information, as well as
148  vaccine and COVID-19 history (see Supporting Information (S1.3) for survey items). They also
149  completed baseline measures for the primary (Booster Intention) and secondary outcomes,

150  before being assigned to a condition. Please note, Baseline Intention was collected for both

151  wvaccines (Pfizer and Moderna). Dependent on randomisation, one of these ratings became the
152  baseline for the framed vaccine, and the other the “‘unassigned’ vaccine (i.e., to explore

153 generalisation).

154 Following group assignment, framing information (positive or negative) regarding side-
155  effect likelihood for the assigned vaccine was presented to those in the intervention groups. All

156  participants subsequently provided post-manipulation ratings for primary and secondary

157  outcomes. See Figure 2 for a visual representation of the Procedure.
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4 N
Pre-Screened Participants
(Total N = 1204) PRIMARY CONCERN RATING
« Disruptions to daily life
+ Serious side effects
4 N
Baseline Primary Outcome: THE EXPERIENCE OF
Baseline Booster Intention
‘If you were offered the [framed vaccine type] as a booster how likely would you be to accept it? SIDE EFFECTS
(100-point VAS) —  WE ASKED YOU
Baseline Secondary Outcomes: We asked you to estimate the percentage of people in
Baseline Side Effect Worry e e e ™"
‘How worried would you be about receiving [framed vaccine type]? (100-point VAS) The graph below presents your personal estimates
Baseline Perceived Booster Protection TN e e e ot o from the
‘How confident would you feel that you had all the protection that you need after receiving ol the data & ore th
the [framed] booster?’ (100-point VAS) O O O foronces, o oPorethe
Baseline Perceived Side Effect Severity
‘Overall, how severe do you think the [framed vaccine type] side effetcs are? (100-point VAS)
Baseline Generalisation of Framing Effect
L ‘If you were offered the [alternative vaccine type] as a booster how likely would you be to accept it?
Previous Vaccine: Previous Vaccine: Previous Vaccine: o
our data @ Actual data
Pfizer AstraZeneca Pfizer & AstraZeneca
(Pf=694) (AZ = 503) (PH/AZ = 7)
DISRUPTIONS TO
DAILY LIFE
- - - - DID YOU KNOW
Negative Framing Positive Framing
AZ =168 AZ =167 AZ =167
Pf =231 Pf =231 Pf =231 47% of people in Australia did not
P/AZ =2 P/AZ = 2 Pf/AZ =3 experience any side effects from
their Moderna vaccines.
Familiar Unfamiliar Familiar Unfamiliar 76% were able to continue with
AZ =84 AZ =84 AZ =84 AZ =84 AZ=83 AZ =84 work, study, or routine duties
Pf=116 Pf=115 Pf=116 Pf=116 Pf=116 Pf=115
P/AZ =1 P/AZ =1 P/AZ =1 PY/AZ =1 PI/AZ =1 P/AZ =2
98% did not need to seek the
advice of a medical professional in
) the days after their vaccination.
Manipulation: Side Effect Estimation and SERIOUS SIDE EFFECTS
Timed presentation of framed information
DID YOU KNOW
Severe allergic reaction (anaphylaxis) and heart
N inflammation (myocarditis and pericarditis) are two of the
most serious side effects resulting from the Moderna
vaccine, but the likelihood of experiencing them is very rare.
( A HEART | 79,999
- i i i - INFLAMMATION In every
Post-Manipulation Primary Outcome: FLAMMATIO 80,000
Booster Intention VERY RARE  wilnotbe affected
Post-Manipulation Secondary Outcomes: SEVERE
P v ALLERGIC [(£* 399,999
i in every
Side Effect Worry REACTION 400,000
Percgived ?ooster Protectilon VOECEUGSIQC;I‘!SE ﬂe wil not be affected
Perceived Side Effect Severity
. . . Thi h b deaths in Australi
Generalisation of Framing Effect o either side effect,
- J N J

Figure 2: Sample size, item wording, and experimental design (example: Unfamiliar/Positive
Frame). Participants provided Baseline Booster Intention ratings for both vaccines (Pfizer and
Moderna). Dependent on randomisation, one became the baseline for the framed vaccine and
the other to explore generalisation of the framing effect (i.e., to unassigned vaccine).
Participants were stratified by previous vaccine and randomised to one of six groups (2*3
factorial design). Those receiving Positive or Negative Framing underwent a manipulation with
five stages: rating of primary concerns; active estimation of side effects; presentation of
estimated side effects against population data; framed information regarding daily disruptions;
framed information regarding serious side effects. Pre-registered analysis of all secondary

outcomes are presented as Supporting Information (S1.1).
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169  Analysis and Sample

170 Statistical analysis was performed using R (version 4.1.1). Primary analysis was a

171  3(Framing)*2(Vaccine) ANCOVA on post-intervention Booster Intention. Pre-specified

172 orthogonal contrasts were: Contrastl (Control vs. Framing [Positive and Negative combined]);
173 Contrast2 (Positive vs. Negative). Differences in baseline Booster Intention (the covariate) were
174  observed with Vaccine Familiarity (F(1, 1198)=172.49, p<.0001, ,°=.13). As such, interactions
175  between the covariate and manipulated variables (i.e., Framing and Familiarity) were included
176  in the model, as reccommended!*!>. Mediation using the Lavaan package was performed using
177  the secondary outcomes (Side Effect Worry; Side Effect Severity; Booster Protection).

178 Sample size was calculated via an a priori power analysis (95% power, alpha=.05, effect
179  size f/=0.02) for a separate concurrent study run that contained more predictors (N=9), and

180  therefore required more power (see study pre-registration).

181

182 Results

183  Sample

184 A total of 2,639 participants expressed interest. Of these, 998 did not meet inclusion

185  criteria, 3 terminated at consent, 296 withdrew before completion, and 138 were excluded on
186  pre-registered quality-control criteria (see S1.5). The final sample included 1,204 participants.
187  Demographics

188 Demographic information, COVID-19 exposure and vaccination history can be found in
189  Table 1. Participant frequency by SA4 postal region is presented in Figure 3.

190
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doses)

9
Table 1: Sample descriptive statistics presented against population data generated from the
Australian Bureau of Statistics, Education and Work Dataset 2021. Nb: Education sums to
109% due to calculation relying on separate ISCED and ASCED items to calculates estimates
for Primary and High School completers. Dashes denote unavailable population data.
Control Control Negative  Negative Positive Positive All Australian
Familiar Unfamiliar Familiar Unfamiliar Familiar Unfamiliar Respondents population
N=201 N=200 N=201 N=201 N=200 N=201 (%) (%)
Demographic Information
State/territory
New South Wales 68 64 62 67 65 53 31.5 31.7
Victoria 48 48 58 52 54 57 26.3 26.3
Queensland 42 42 36 42 37 46 20.3 20.0
Western Australia 21 17 16 19 21 27 10.0 10.4
South Australia 12 23 16 11 18 10 7.5 6.9
Tasmania 5 0 8 4 6 3 2.2 2.1
Australian Capital 5 4 4 5 2 2 1.8 1.7
Territory
Northern Territory 0 2 1 1 0 0 0.3 0.8
Region
Metro 153 147 147 147 129 140 71.7 67.7
Regional 48 53 54 54 71 61 28.3 323
Employment
Employed full-time 85 79 88 88 78 82 41.5 49.4
Employed part-time 40 47 35 36 35 31 18.6 21.7
Self employed 6 9 5 9 9 8 3.8 -
Unemployed (looking) 9 9 10 13 7 14 5.1 1.3
Carer 12 10 7 12 14 13 5.6 -
Student 4 9 9 6 9 6 3.6 -
Retired 44 37 45 37 47 46 21.3 -
Other 1 0 2 0 1 1 0.4 -
Education
Primary school 1 0 0 1 2 0 0.3 4.5
High school 51 58 46 53 57 60 27.0 45.2
Technical certificate 28 30 34 29 29 34 15.3 18.5
Advanced 25 26 41 20 25 23 13.3 10.1
diploma/diploma
Bachelor’s degree 59 40 48 59 51 49 25.4 20.6
Graduate 14 16 11 13 12 16 6.8 10.1
diploma/certificate
Postgraduate 22 29 21 24 23 19 11.5 8.5
Other 1 1 0 2 1 0 0.4 -
Country of Birth
Australia 151 152 156 167 160 162 78.7 65.6
Overseas 50 48 45 34 40 39 28.3 344
Gender
Woman 103 99 94 102 106 104 50.5 50.7
Man 98 101 105 99 94 97 49.3 493
Non-binary / other 0 0 2 0 0 0 0.2 -
Age bracket (years)
18-24 20 24 20 22 21 19 10.5 12.1
25-34 33 39 51 42 37 35 19.7 20.6
35-44 39 41 27 38 33 32 17.4 19.3
45-54 36 29 30 33 37 37 16.8 18.0
55-64 28 29 31 25 36 30 14.9 16.6
65+ 45 38 42 41 36 48 20.8 13.3
Vaccine / COVID-19 History
Previous COVID-19 Vaccine
AstraZeneca (both 84 84 84 84 83 84 41.8 -
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10
Pfizer (both doses) 116 115 116 116 116 115 57.6
AstraZeneca and 1 1 1 1 1 2 06
Pfizer (combination)
Months since last COVID-19 vaccination
0-5 188 185 183 176 185 180 91.1
6-15 12 13 15 22 12 19 7.7
16-20 1 2 3 3 3 2 1.2
COVID-19 Exposure: Personal infection
Yes 7 4 5 2 6 3 2.2
No 194 196 196 199 194 198 97.8
COVID-19 Exposure: Significant others
Yes 28 24 24 25 21 24 12.1
No 173 176 177 176 197 177 89.4
Previously heard of the Pfizer COVID-19 vaccine
Yes 198 198 198 196 198 200 98.7
No 3 2 3 5 2 1 1.3
Previous heard of the Moderna COVID-19 vaccine
Yes 183 185 181 178 174 187 90.4
No 18 15 20 23 26 14 9.6
Frequency
5
) 10
i ’ 15
\
R o 25
¢ ~
* .

Figure 3: Geospatial data with participant frequency plotted against SA4 postal regions in

Australia

Manipulation Checks

As expected, side effect familiarity was greater for the Pfizer than Moderna vaccine

(1(1203)=28.63, p<.0001, Cohen’s d- =.83). During the intervention, more participants

®

10
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11

204  underestimated side effects for the Modena (N=118) relative to Pfizer (N=65) vaccine (3°(1) =
205  18.97, p<.0001), due to the vaccine having a higher incidence of side effects than Pfizer.

206 Primary Analysis

207 Booster Intentions were higher for any Framing relative to Control (Contrast1: F(1,

208  1192)=11.56, p=.0007, 1,°=.010) and for Positive Framing (M=75.7, SE=0.9, 95% CIs[73.9,
209  77.4]) relative to Negative Framing (M=70.7, SE=0.9, 95% CIs[68.9, 72.4]; F(1, 1192)=4.68,
210  p=.031, n,°=.004). As presented in Figure 4a, the anticipated Framing*Vaccine interaction was
211  not significant at Contrast2 (Positive vs. Negative: F(1, 1192)=3.31, p=.069, 7,°=.003), but was
212 at Contrastl (Framing vs. Control: F(1, 1192)=8.91, p=.003, 1,°=.007), with the effect of any
213 information over Control larger for the Unfamiliar vaccine (see S1.6 for full model output and
214  means).

215 As in Figure 4b, a three-way Framing*Vaccine*Baseline Intention interaction was
216  present at both Contrasts (Control vs. Framing: F(1, 1192)=7.39, p=.007, #,°=.006 | Positive vs.
217  Negative: F(2, 1192)=5.26, p=.022, 1,°=.004). For the less familiar Moderna vaccine, Positive
218  Framing (M=94.92, SE=1.88, 95% CI[91.24, 98.60]) increased Booster Intention relative to
219  Negative Framing (M=87.18, SE=1.95, 95% CI[83.35, 91.0]) at high Baseline Intent

220  (VAS=100). For the more familiar Pfizer vaccine, Positive Framing (M=24.03, SE=4.29, 95%
221  CI[15.62, 32.4]) increased Intention at low Baseline Intent (VAS=0) relative to Negative

222 Framing (M=9.42, SE=4.54, 95% CI[0.51, 18.3]). Results appeared not to be driven by greater

223 underestimation for the less familiar Moderna vaccine (see: S1.7).
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Key: Framing === Positive Frame . Negative Frame No Intervention Control
224
225  Figure 4: Model estimated mean differences in the primary outcome (Booster Intention). 4a

226  depicts mean Booster Intention for each framing condition by vaccine type. 4b depicts the
227  Framing*Familiarity*Baseline Booster Intention interaction. All error bars represent £ 1SEM.

;gg Secondary-Predictors: Mediation

230 Positive Framing is theorised to create a valence-consistent shift in perceptions that
231  alters evaluation and intention'®!”. Analysis was therefore run to explore whether side effect
232 perceptions mediated the effect of framing (Positive vs. Negative) on Booster Intentions across
233 vaccines (i.e., as if the intervention were generally applied). Three models were run with

234  baseline-corrected Booster Intention (change score) as the outcome and baseline-corrected

235  secondary predictors as mediators. As in Table 2, partial mediation was observed through a

236  decrease in Side Effect Worry and Severity associated with Positive Framing. This was specific

237  to side effect perceptions and not significant for Booster Protection.

238
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239  Table 2: Mediation of Framing (Positive vs. Negative) on Booster Intention through Side Effect
240  Worry, Perception of Side Effect Severity, and Perceived Booster Protection. Paths a and b

241  represent paths from predictor to mediator and mediator to outcome. Path ¢ represents the total
242 effect (Framing on Booster Intention), ¢’ the association between Framing and Booster Intention
243 controlling for all other paths, and a*b indirect effect of the mediator on the Framing — Booster
244  Intention association. Bias-corrected bootstrapped 95% Cls (10,000 samples) are presented.

245

A) Mediation Model: Side Effect Worry

p B SE B VA )4 95% Cls
a -0.14 -6.51 1.66 -3.92 <.001 [-9.85, -3.36]
b -0.18 -0.15 0.04 -3.77 <.001 [-0.18, -0.18]
C 0.10 3.93 1.37 2.87 004 [1.22, 6.55]
c’ 0.08 2.98 1.34 2.23 026 [0.33, 5.56]
a*b 0.02 0.95 0.35 2.68 007 [0.40, 1.82]

B) Mediation Model: Perceived Side Effect Severity

p B SE B VA P 95% Cls
a -0.20 -8.63 1.48 -5.83 <.001 [-11.54, -5.66]
b -0.20 -0.18 0.05 -3.67 <.001 [-0.29, -0.09]
C 0.10 3.93 1.37 2.87 004 [1.22, 6.55]
c’ 0.06 2.34 1.37 1.71 .088 [-0.36, 4.99]
a*b 0.04 1.59 0.52 3.02 .002 [0.04, 0.08]

C) Mediation Model: Perceived Booster Protection

p B SE B VA )4 95% Cls
a 0.05 1.74 1.16 1.50 134 [-0.53, 3.99]
b 0.32 0.38 0.06 5.88 <.001 [0.25, 0.50]
C 0.10 3.93 1.37 1.47 .004 [1.22, 6.55]
c’ 0.09 3.28 1.30 2.52 012 [0.70, 5.75]
a*b 0.02 0.66 0.45 1.47 .143 [-0.15, 1.62]
246
247
248 Discussion
249 The present study tested an intervention involving the presentation of framed side-effect

250  information. Overall, providing side effect information of any type to participants increased

251  their COVID-19 Booster Intention relative to the Control group, who received no information at
252  all. Of note, Positive Framing further increased Booster Intention relative to Negative Framing
253 by 5 percentage points. While the mapping between intention and uptake is unlikely to be

254 exact!® (see below), our results suggest that Positive Framing could lead to up to half a million
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255  extra booster vaccinations among those aged 18 and over (based on population averages from
256  the ABS Education and Work Dataset 2021). Results therefore indicate that presenting
257  positively-framed information to people, for example on Australian Government and
258  AusVaxSafety websites, is likely to increase favorable perceptions of booster vaccination.
259 Based on our previous research® and the broader literature concerning framing effects on

260  vaccine-related intentions’:8, vaccine familiarity was anticipated to modulate the effect of

261  Positive Framing. However, Booster Intention after Positive Framing was only numerically, not
262  statistically, larger for the less familiar Moderna vaccine compared to Negative Framing.

263  Instead, we found that both Positive and Negative provided an increased benefit to Booster

264  Intention over Control for the less familiar Moderna vaccine relative to the more familiar Pfizer
265  vaccine (although this appeared to be driven by the Positive Framing manipulation). A three-
266  way interaction involving Baseline Intention qualified these effects. Here, the difference

267  between Positive and Negative Framing was largest at low levels of Baseline Intent for the

268  Familiar vaccine, but at high levels of Baseline Intent for the Unfamiliar vaccine. In our

269  previous research, Positive Framing was found to decrease Booster Intention relative to

270  Negative Framing for familiar vaccines®. Notably, this was not the case here. Several

271  differences exist between these studies, such as sample location, number of framed side effects,
272  and the mode of presentation (PILs vs. infographics). As such, future research should strive to
273  understand the conditions under which Positive Framing reduces vaccine intention to ensure that
274  optimal messaging is employed.

275 Population level public health information on side effects is inherently general and

276  cannot contain nuanced information about the influence of prior history of vaccination or

277  hesitancy. While a complex pattern of results was observed, Positive Framing was always either
278  superior, or equal to, Negative Framing and Control at all levels of Baseline Intent for both

279  vaccines. Moreover, at differing levels of Baseline Intent, Negative Framing decreased Booster

280  Intention relative to Positive Framing for both familiar and less familiar vaccines. Among those
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281  most resistant to vaccination, Positive Framing of the more familiar vaccine (Pfizer) increased
282  Booster Intention by 14.6 percentage-points relative to Negative Framing, and by 19.8

283  percentage-points relative to Control for the less familiar vaccine (Moderna). As such, there was
284  never any disadvantage to employing Positive Framing in the present sample, even when

285  targeting those with low Baseline Intent; a population where increasing vaccine acceptance is of
286  critical importance!®. This suggests that Positive Framing is the optimal presentation mode.

287 In terms of mechanisms, theories of attribute framing posit that Positive Framing results
288  in a valence-consistent shift in perception that alters evaluation!®!7. We therefore reasoned that
289  Positive Framing would alter side effect perception, increasing intention to be vaccinated.

290  Mediation analysis provided tentative support for this theory. Specifically, a reduction in the
291  perception of side effect severity and side effect worry partially mediated the effect of Positive
292 (vs. Negative) Framing on Booster Intention, suggesting that Framing may indeed reduce side
293  effect hesitancy. Mediation was not found through perceived booster protection, with the

294  association between Framing and booster protection weaker than with side effect perceptions
295  (severity and worry).

296 There are several strengths to the present study, including the framing of real COVID-19
297  vaccines and the use of actual side effect data presented to the Australian population. Especially
298  as much of the literature in this area frames fictitious vaccines and asks participants to imagine
299  scenarios that they have never experienced and may be unlikely to ever experience’-312:17:20,
300  Limitations of the study include the measurement of intention, but not uptake. While intention
301  has been found to predict vaccination?!-?4, longitudinal research is needed to directly assess the
302 role of framing on actual uptake, as well as the longevity of the framing effect among those yet
303  to receive a booster vaccine. Relevant to the lag in booster uptake in Australia?®, the present
304  research focused on increasing intention among those already receiving a primary course of
305 COVID-19 vaccination. However, these results do not speak to the effect of framing on those

306  never vaccinated. Investigation of framing on vaccine intention at all points of the vaccination
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307  programme would provide a more comprehensive account of the effect of framing on vaccine
308 intentions in general.

309 In summary, a brief online intervention engaging participants in side effect estimation
310  before presenting positively framed side effect information can increase booster vaccine

311  intention. Given the ease with which Positive Framing can be implemented, combined with the
312 fact that the presentation of statistical information in this format does not violate patient

313  informed consent’, the potential exists for framing of this type to make a real difference in

314  improving societal protection from COVID-19 through reduced vaccine hesitancy.
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