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Abstract

Background: Vaccination is the most cost-effective way of preventing COVID-19 disease although
there was a considerable delay in its institution in Tanzania. This study aimed to assess healthcare

workers’ (HCWs) self-perceived infection risk and uptake of COVID-19 vaccines.

Methods: A concurrent embedded, mixed methods research design was utilized to collect data among
HCWs in seven Tanzanian regions. Quantitative data was collected using a validated, pre-piloted,
interviewer administered questionnaire whereas in-depth interviews and focus group discussions
gathered qualitative data. Descriptive analyses were performed, and chi-square test used to test for

associations across categories. Thematic analysis was used to analyze the qualitative data.

Results: A total of 1,386 HCWs responded to the quantitative tool, 26 participated in the in-depth
interviews and 74 in the focus-group discussions. About half of the HCW (53.6%) reported to have
been vaccinated and three quarters (75.5%) self-perceived to be at a high risk of acquiring COVID-19
infection. Participants perceived that the nature of their work and the working environment in the
health facilities increases their risk to infection. Limited availability and use of personal protective
equipment was reported to elevate the perceived risks to the infection. Respondents belonging in the
oldest age group and from low and mid-level health care facilities had higher proportions with a high-

risk perception of acquiring COVID-19 infection compared to their counterparts.

Conclusions: Only about half of the HCWs reported to be vaccinated albeit the majority recounted
higher perception of risk to contracting COVID-19 due to their working environment, including
limited availability and use of personal protective equipment. Efforts to address heightened perceived-
risks should include improving the working environment, availability of PPEs and continue updating
HCWs on the benefits of COVID-19 vaccine to limit their risks to the infection and consequent

transmission to their patients and public.
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Introduction

The novel coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) caused by severe acute respiratory syndrome
corona virus 2 (SARs-CoV-2) remains a significant disease of public health concern. Since its
emergence, it has been shown to spread rapidly causing dramatic global health crisis [1] . It
was declared as a pandemic by the World Health Organization (WHO) on the 11th of March
2020, with a total of 56,837,067 confirmed cases, 340,447 new cases and 928,593 confirmed
deaths globally as of January 17, 2022 [2]. Tanzania had reported relatively few number of
COVID 19 cases, with a total of 31,395 confirmed cases and 745 deaths reported between

January 2020 and January 18, 2022 [3].

Vaccination is among the most cost-effective ways of preventing diseases. For the vaccination
effect to be appreciated, several strategies to be considered include vaccine availability,
accessibility, acceptability, and willingness of the population to vaccinate. Studies show that
about 14.3 % and 22.1% of the global population intend to refuse vaccination or showed
uncertainty respectively, with higher rates reported in lower income countries [3]. Moreover,
perceived vaccine efficacy and safety concerns contribute to the observed trends in most

countries [4].

There was a considerable delay in COVID 19 vaccine roll out in Tanzania, after launching the
first nation-wise COVID 19 vaccination, the first roll out was made available among priority
groups; health care workers (HCWs) with high risk of getting and transmitting the infection,
people with advanced age and underlying medical conditions with a high risk of developing
severe disease [5]. A total of 2,431,769 vaccine doses administered by the end of year 2021

under COVAX facility [3,6]. While vaccine availability may not have been a challenging
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84  option initially, the issue of vaccines acceptance and hesitancy influenced by social, political,

85  and religious factors may contribute to low vaccine uptake.

86 HCWs stand as among the most important groups as trusted influencers in regards to health
87  issues, including vaccination decisions [7]. This important group should be guided and
88  supported to provide credible and scientifically proven information on vaccines as their
89 influence in the community remains pivotal. It is therefore important to understand and
90 acknowledge HCWs perspectives with regard to COVID 19 vaccines [4]. However, studies
91  have reported a number of challenges facing this population including high risk of infection,

92 insufficient personal protective equipment (PPE), heavy workloads and discrimination [8].

93  Risk perception, defined as an individual perceived susceptibility to threat, plays a key role in
94  health behavioral change theories, including health decision making process [9]. HCWs are
95  among the most vulnerable groups for SARs-CoV-2 infection, they work in frontline positions
96  with suspected and confirmed COVID 19 cases, 5-7.3% of HCWs were found to be COVID
97 19 positive in some developed countries [10,11]. While being a high-risk group, some studies
98 have reported that perceived risk of COVID 19 infection and detrimental health effects among
99 HCW are associated positive protective behaviors [12]. In Ethiopia, 88% of HCWs were
100 reported to perceive their risk of being infected with COVID 19 infection as high, and showed

101  widespread practice on preventive measures [13].

102 Myths and misconceptions around the COVID 19 vaccine subject have been circulating and its
103  impact can be observed especially in developing countries [1]. This has been shown to
104  contribute to the observed vaccine hesitancy, which is defined by WHO as the reluctance in
105  accepting vaccines or an outright refusal of vaccines despite their availability [7]. WHO has
106  further mentioned vaccine hesitancy as one of the top global threats to public health in 2019

107  [7,14]. As reported by a study done in Senegal with 5.5% COVID 19 vaccine coverage, vaccine
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108  hesitancy and refusal have contributed to low vaccine uptake despite its multifaceted nature

109  [15]. In Ethiopia, more than 50% of HCWs were found to be vaccine hesitant [4].

110  While being at an increased risk of COVID 19 infection and disease transmission in Tanzania,
111 HCWs play an influential role in community understanding and overall vaccine uptake; there
112 is paucity of data on the status of vaccine uptake among HCWs and the influencing factors in
113 Tanzania. Understanding HCWs risk perception and their influence on vaccination is crucial
114  in informing policy makers and highlighting educational needs to address the situation
115  especially in developing countries like Tanzania. This mixed method study illustrates on HCWs

116  perceptions in relation to the COVID 19 vaccine uptake situation in Tanzania.

117  Materials and Methods

118 Study setting

119  Tanzania is a large East African country with an area of 947,000 square kilometers and an
120  estimated population of 61.5 million (2021 World Bank projections) of which about two-thirds
121  live inrural areas. Tanzania comprises of the much larger mainland and semi-autonomous isles
122 (Zanzibar); the current study was conducted in mainland Tanzania. Mainland Tanzania is
123  administratively divided into 26 regions, each region comprising of a variable number of
124  districts (4 — 6), which in turn contain wards. The Tanzanian healthcare delivery facilities
125  follow this pyramidal administrative arrangement, with regional referral hospitals situated at
126  the apex, functioning as the highest-level hospital within a region, which receive referrals from
127  district hospitals, that in turn receive patients from lower levels (health centers and
128  dispensaries). Groups of regions are further clustered into six geographical zones (Northern,

129  Coastal, Central, Southern highlands, Western and Lake). One region was randomly selected
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130  from each of these six zones to be included in the study. The sampled regions were Kilimanjaro,
131  Lindi, Njombe, Mbeya, Tabora and Simiyu representing Northern, Coastal, Central, Southern

132 highlands, Western and Lake zones, respectively. Dar es salaam as a cosmopolitan and the

133 largest city in Tanzania was also purposefully selected to be included in the study.

134 Study design and participants

135 A concurrent embedded mixed methods research design was utilized to collect data among
136 HCWs in seven regions of mainland Tanzania from November 2021 to January 2022. The
137  qualitative part of the study was embedded in the quantitative cross-sectional study. The
138  qualitative part was mainly intended to explain the healthcare workers’ risk perceptions
139  towards COVID-19 disease, as a supplement of the quantitative study assessing COVID-19

140  vaccine hesitancy.

141 A sample size for the quantitative part of the study (N = 1400) was determined by using a single
142 proportion formula taking a standard normal value of 1.96 under the 95% confidence limit,
143 50% proportion of vaccine hesitancy (for maximization of sample size), 3.5% margin of error,

144 1.5 design effect to address the clustering effect while adjusting for a non-response rate of 20%.

145  Multi-stage sampling technique was employed to recruit HCWs from the seven (7) selected
146  regions for the quantitative part. One Regional Referral hospital, two (2) district hospitals and
147  two (2) health centers from each of the identified regions were included in this study. Therefore,
148  atotal of seven (7) Regional Referral Hospitals, fourteen (14) district hospitals, and fourteen
149  (14) health centers were included. Systematic sampling technique was used to select healthcare
150 facilities for inclusion. Sampling of HCWs within the selected health facilities was based on

151  their number in the selected health facilities in a region proportional to their size. Upon
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152  determination of the respective health facilities’ sample sizes, HCWs were consecutively

153  invited to participate and enrolled into the study.

154  The qualitative component of the study was conducted in four of the seven regions where the
155  quantitative study took place. In-depth interviews were conducted in each region with the key
156  officials including the Regional Medical Officers, Regional Vaccination Officers, District
157  Medical officers, District vaccination officers and hospital in charges leading to a total of 26
158 interviews. Additionally, we conducted two focus group discussions in each region with
159  participants ranging from 6 — 12 people leading to a total 74 participants in 8 FGDs. The FGDs

160  engaged health care workers in the selected districts within the study regions.

161 Data collection tools and procedures

162  Quantitative data was collected using a validated, pre-piloted questionnaire through the Open
163  Data Kit (ODK). The questionnaires were developed based on various studies and WHO
164  proposed questions to assess vaccine hesitancy and acceptability [16-21]. The questionnaire
165 was prepared in English and translated in Swahili and had four components: socio-
166  demographic, awareness and knowledge on COVID-19 vaccines, risk perception towards
167 COVID-19 and COVID-19 vaccine acceptance. Back translation to English was done to
168  preserve the meaning of the questions. The questionnaire was administered face-face by trained
169  research assistants (RAs). On the day of quantitative data collection, the RAs visited the HCWs,
170  introduced themselves and explained the study purpose. Then, consent information was
171  administered in a quiet, private place around the health facility. Special emphasis was placed
172 on issues of anonymity and confidentiality, and in assuring the respondents that no personal
173 identifiable information will be collected to encourage truthful responses. Only the consenting

174  individuals were interviewed.
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175  Qualitative data was collected through IDIs and FGDs with purposively selected health
176  officials and HCWs to explore their opinions and risk perceptions towards COVID-19. All
177  interviews were conducted in Swahili and audio recorded with the permission of the study
178  participants. Further, researchers applied the principle of bracketing to ensure that pre-

179  understanding information do not influence the data [22]. Furthermore, for enhancement of

180 reliability, field notes as a reflective diary were maintained.

181 Data management and analysis

182  The collected quantitative data was transferred from the Open Data Kit (ODK) to an excel
183  spreadsheet. Upon completion of data collection, each questionnaire was assessed for its
184  completeness. Data entry, cleaning and coding was done using Microsoft Excel program and
185  exported to Stata software V.16.1 (College Station, Texas). Descriptive analyses were

186  performed for proportions, percentages, means and their corresponding standard deviations.

187  The primary outcome variable of the study was COVID-19 risk perception which was assessed
188 by asking a question “How do you perceive the level of risk that you have for acquiring
189  COVID-19 infection” with responses along a six-point Likert scale ranging from “Not at all”
190 to “Very high risk”. Thereafter, the responses were dichotomized into a “Low risk” and “High
191  risk”. Vaccination status of the respondents was assessed by asking “Have you been vaccinated

192  against COVID-19” with “Yes/No” responses.

193  Age and work experience were recoded into categorical variables. For categorical variables
194  chi-square test was used to assess associations between sociodemographic characteristics and
195 COVID-19 vaccination status to Risk perceptions. Statistical significance was defined as a p

196  value of <0.05.
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197  For qualitative data, the audio recorded in-depth interviews and focused group discussions were
198  transcribed verbatim into word file documents where non-verbal cues were also considered.
199  The transcription process started within 24 hours after the conduct of the interview to allow
200 follow-up on issues for more clarity and determination of data saturation in subsequent
201 interviews and discussions. The transcribed transcripts were checked against the audio records
202 by two of the research team members to ensure accuracy and quality of the data generated.
203  Thematic analysis was used to analyze the information following the five stages as described
204 by Braun and Clarke, 2014 (23) to establish meaningful patterns in the data: familiarization
205  with the data, generating initial codes, searching for themes among codes, reviewing themes

206  and presenting the results. The coding also involved identification of the typical quotes that are

207  used to illustrate the various themes presented in the study.

208 Ethical considerations

209  Ethical approval was obtained from the Research and Publication Committee of the Muhimbili
210  University of Health and Allied Sciences (MUHAS-REC-08-2021-839). Permission to collect
211  data in Regions and Councils was sought from the President’s Office Regional Administration
212 and Local Government, Ministry of Health Community, Development, Gender, Elderly and
213 Children (MoHCDGEC), Regional Secretariat (RS) and Local Government Authorities
214  (LGAs). Prior to collection of data, all participants were provided with information on the
215  purpose of the study, voluntary nature of participation, right to withdraw from study at any
216  time without consequence and guaranteed anonymity. Signed, informed consent was obtained

217  from all participants before enrolment into the study.
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219  Results

220 A total of 1368 health care workers were approached and involved in the quantitative part of
221 this study. Most of the respondents were female (60.1%) and had the mean age of 35.7 years
222 (SD 10.1). There was almost an equal representation of participants by regions, except for
223 Dar es Salaam which contributed the largest proportion (26.1%). Most of the respondents
224  were from the district-level facilities (42.1%) and about three quarters (77.5%) worked in

225  Government facilities (Table 1).

226 Table 1: Background characteristics of HCWs (N=1368)

Variable Frequency Percentage
Age (years)
<30 470 34.4
30-39 483 353
40+ 415 30.3
Sex
Male 546 39.9
Female 822 60.1

Education level

Primary/Secondary 36 2.6
Certificate 437 319
Diploma 610 44.6
Degree/Masters 285 20.8

Work experience (years)

<6 731 53.4

6+ 637 46.6
Region

Dar es salaam 357 26.1

Kilimanjaro 187 13.7
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Lindi 151 11.0
Mbeya 186 13.6
Njombe 158 11.5
Simiyu 137 10.0
Tabora 192 14.0
Health facility level
Regional Referral Hospital 378 27.6
District Hospital 576 42.1
Health center 414 30.3

Facility ownership

Government 1060 77.5
CDH/DDH 148 10.8
Private/NGO 160 11.7

227

228  Only about one half of the HCW (53.6%) reported to have been vaccinated whereas three
229  quarters (75.5%) self-perceived to have a high risk of acquiring a COVID-19 infection.

230  Accordingly, those that perceived to have a high risk for COVID-19 infection had a larger
231 proportion reporting to have been vaccinated for COVID-19 compared to their counterpart (p

232 <0.01) (Table 2).

233 Table 2: Vaccination status and risk perception for COVID-19 infection

COVID-19 vaccination Status Total
Unvaccinated Vaccinated
Risk perception for Low 182 (54.5) 152 (45.5) ** 334 (24.5)
COVID-19 infection High 451 (43.8) 578 (56.2) 1029 (75.5)
Total 637 (46.6) 730 (53.6) 1363 (100)

234 ** chi-square p-value < 0.01
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235  The higher perceived risk to COVID 19 infection perceptions were also reported during the
236  qualitative in-depth interviews and focus group discussions. When detailing the risks to
237  COVID-19 infections participants voiced that the nature of the work done by HCWs and the
238  working environment at the health facilities increases their risks to the infection. Limited
239  availability and use of personal protective equipment’s (PPEs) including standard face masks
240 and sanitizers at the health facilities were mentioned to elevate the perceived risks to the
241  infection. Some HCWs reported that many times they must attend patients without using any
242  PPEs because they are frequently unavailable. Others said that the risk to contacting COVID
243 19 infection is so high because even when the PPEs are available others HCWs do not

244  comply with their use. One of the district officials when explaining about risks to COVID-19

245  infection he related it with the working environment as follows:

246 “the risk to COVID-19 infection among health care workers is high because of the

247 working environment, people have relaxed, they are no longer taking measures against
248 COVID 19, some do not bother to even wear mask, wash hands, keep social distancing
249 and even when masks are there they just don’t put on all the time as required, everything
250 about COVID-19 seem to paralyze, no one is either complying or discussing about it
251 which cause the working environment unsafe (IDI1).

252 Working in the health facility setting was reported as increasing the risk to contacting the

253  COVID-19 infection. Participants voiced concerns that it is the HCWs who take care of the
254  COVID-19 patients that also increase their likelihood of being infected. They said most of the
255  hospitals for example do not have enough offices/ exchange rooms rather rooms are shared
256  among HCWs including those that attend patients at the intensive care unit (ICU) or patients
257  having trouble breathing. The shared rooms are small and limited in space a situation that

258 increases their risk to COVID-19 infections. When detailing on this matter a participant
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259  during the in-depth interviews reported unless compliance to the recommend preventive

260  measures is high, HCWs will continue to be at higher risk to contacting COVID-19:

261 “You cannot say health care workers are not at risk of COVID-19 as far as they are
262 working in the hospital, they are taking care of the COVID-19 patients, they share
263 small rooms, no dedicated rooms for those attending patients at the intensive care
264 unit or with difficult breathing, sometimes do not have all the required PPEs so the
265 risk is there and if one gets infected it is likely the rest will experience the same unless
266 compliance to recommendation protective measures is high we will continue to be at
267 higher risk of COVID-19" (IDI3)

268

269  Participants believed the risk to COVID-19 infection is not only higher for HCWs but also
270 increased the potential for them to transmit the infection to their patients. They said

271  sometimes HCWs attend patients before even knowing either they have the infection or the
272 patient they attend is having the infection due to the resemblances of COVID-19 symptoms
273 with other diseases. This was elaborated during in-depth interviews by the health facility in-

274 charge as follows:

275 “Transmission of the infection is not avoidable ... as long as you attend patients, a chance
276 of acquiring or transmitting it to others still viable. First of all, you may not even be

277 aware that you are COVID-19 positive when attending a patient because COVID

278 symptoms resemble that of other diseases like malaria such as feeling fever, joint pains,
279 cough and so on...and the patient may have same symptoms and you think it is malaria
280 and not COVID-19” (IDI14).

281
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On the other hand, ideas that the risk to COVID-19 infection has been reduced with the use of
COVID-19 vaccinations were also expressed. When explaining on this, participants

compared the risk to the infection from the first wave when people did not know what to do

about it with the time when vaccines were introduced:

“The risk to COVID-19 infection was very high like 100% during the first wave
because COVID 19 was a new thing and we had no enough knowledge on the
precautions to take or what to do, but the risk decreased during the second wave
because we had enough knowledge on how this disease is transmitted and how to take
precautions and the risk decreased more and more to the point that we are not that
much worried because there is the introduction of vaccine which has helped us to

build protection” (FGD 3)

Table 3: Socio-demographic characteristics by high COVID-19 risk perception and reporting

being vaccinated for COVID-19
Variable High Risk Perception p-value Vaccinated p-value
Age (years)
<30 335(71.4) 187 (39.8)
30-39 350 (72.8) .000 271 (56.1) .000
40+ 344 (83.3) 273 (65.8)
Sex
Male 399 (73.5) 159 292 (53.5) 1.000
Female 630 (76.8) 439 (53.4)
Education level
Primary/Secondary 30 (83.3) 20 (55.6)
Certificate 344 (78.9) .083 213 (48.7) 121

Diploma 451 (74.4) 337 (55.2)
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Degree/Masters 204 (71.6) 161 (56.5)

Work experience (years)
<6 529 (72.8) 012 319 (43.6) .000
6+ 500 (78.6) 412 (64.7)

Region
Dar es salaam 211 (59.3) 177 (49.6)
Kilimanjaro 146 (78.1) 114 (61.0)
Lindi 106 (70.2) .000 93 (61.6) .001
Mbeya 157 (85.3) 87 (46.8)
Njombe 142 (90.4) 78 (49.4)
Simiyu 114 (83.8) 87 (63.5)
Tabora 153 (79.7) 95 (49.5)

Health facility level
Regional Referral Hospital 262 (69.7) 174 (46.0)
District Hospital 454 (79.1) .004 304 (52.8) .000
Health center 313 (75.8) 253 (61.1)

Facility ownership
Government 777 (73.5) 612 (57.7)
CDH/DDH 121 (81.8) .006 70 (47.3) .000
Private/NGO 1313 (82.9) 49 (30.6)

Those respondents belonging in the oldest age group had higher proportions with a high-risk

perception for acquiring COVID-19 infection compared to the younger age groups. Similarly,

the proportion of respondents reporting to have been vaccinated for COVID-19 was highest

within the oldest age group. Risk perception and vaccination status was also shown to vary

significantly by region of the respondents. Whereas Njombe, Simiyu and Mbeya had more than

85% of the respondents perceiving their risk as high, those in Dar es Salaam only had about

60% reporting the same. On the other hand, respondents from Simiyu, Lindi and Kilimanjaro
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304 had more that 60% reporting to have been vaccinated compared to other regions which

305  consistently had less that 50% reporting the same.

306 Respondents from low and mid-level of health care facilities (health centers and district
307 hospitals, respectively) reported much higher risk perceptions compared to those in high level
308 facilities (Regional referral hospitals). Equally, respondents in low level facilities had higher

309 proportions reporting to have been vaccinated compared to those in high level facilities.

310 Respondents working in government facilities had a lower proportion (73.5%) reporting to be
311  at high-risk compared to those working in faith-based organization, NGOs, and private health
312  facilities. Contrariwise, those respondents from the government facilities had higher

313  proportions reporting to have been vaccinated compared to their counterparts.

314  Discussion

315  This study aimed at exploring HCWs perceptions in relation to the COVID 19 vaccine uptake
316  to inform policy makers and highlighting targeted educational needs to address the similar
317  situation especially in developing countries like Tanzania. About a quarter of the HCW
318 perceived to have a low risk of acquiring a COVID-19 infection. Furthermore, those with

319  perceived low risk had higher proportions reporting to be unvaccinated for COVID-19.

320  In the current study, majority of the HCWs perceived risk of contracting COVID-19 to be high,
321  consistent to a recent multi-country study by Dryhust et al. that found equally high levels of
322 COVID-19 risk perception levels in the countries [24]. Due to the nature of their daily work
323  activities and physical proximity to potential COVID-19 cases, it was expected that the vast
324  majority of the HCW in health facilities would consider themselves to be at a heightened risk

325  for contracting the infection. However, consisted availability of appropriate and required PPEs
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326  would have contributed towards allaying some of the perceived risks. To control the spread of
327 infection, it is crucial that all HCWs become sensitized to the increased risk that they are
328  subjected to with respect to COVID-19 infection. This may ensure that necessary precautions
329 and protective measures are adopted by the HCW and respective health facilities to prevent
330 acquisition of infections, but more importantly, that they not become the source of infection to
331  the patients and clients that they encounter regularly. High perceived risk of COVID-19 has
332 largely improved the infection prevention and control behaviors of HCWs as indicated by
333  studies in Egypt and Ethiopia [25] however, the picture was different in Tanzania where even

334  though participants reported high perceived risk consistent use of protective gears was not

335 reinforced, even when they were available.

336 It has been widely reported that high perceived risk of contracting COVID 19 is a significant
337  predictor of vaccine acceptance. However, current findings reveal that only about a half of the
338 HCW had been vaccinated- despite sustained efforts to ensure availability and encourage
339  vaccinations. Thus, the link between the perceived risk of COVID-19 and COVID-19 vaccine
340 uptake was tenuous in this setting, contrary to some similar studies [26]. One probable
341  explanation for this could be that a significant proportion of people in Africa consider the
342  vaccines as unnecessary, and that alternatives to COVID-19 vaccination exist [27]. Many
343  studies have indicated that when people perceive COVID-19 as a threatening disease, the
344  demand for a vaccine against the disease would be correspondingly increased. However, this
345  study has shown that it is not necessarily the case and that other factors, especially vaccine
346  safety concerns, might outweigh the perceived disease risks when an individual decides
347  whether or not to accept the vaccine [28]. Informing the public about the safety of a COVID-
348 19 vaccine should be the focus for health authorities aiming to achieve a high vaccine uptake
349  especially in Tanzania where other factors including contradicting government stance may

350 have had an influential role in overall vaccine acceptancy.
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351  As expected, this study showed high perceived risk for COVID 19 among older HCW which
352  correlated with high vaccine uptake. Literature indicate that vaccine hesitancy was more
353  common among young people than older adults partly due to their lower risk of comorbidities
354  [29-31]. Further, the observed excess mortality in the elderly population due to COVID-19
355  may have functioned to make this group feel particularly vulnerable, thus both enhancing their
356  risk perception and increasing willingness to adopt protective measures. Being male has been
357 reported to be uniformly associated with lower risk perceptions in many countries, which is
358  consistent with other risk perception studies [32], a finding which was not corroborated in the
359  present study. This may be due to the similarity of our participants with respect to the perceived

360 risk of getting COVID-19 infection. That is, all HCWs have same risk for the infection,

361  irrespective of their identified sex.

362  The triangulation method used in this study under mixed method design provides a deeper
363  understanding and contextual insights of the research in question. The key informant interviews
364 and the focused group discussions complement the quantitative findings. The possible
365 limitation of conducting a mixed method study is the possibility of introducing Interview bias;
366  to minimize this, in addition to training, authors provided a common interviewer guide to every

367 interviewer.

363 Conclusions

369  While majority of the HCWs perceived to have high risk of contracting COVID-19, only about
370  ahalf of respondents reported to be vaccinated. Older age, female gender, working in a district
371  hospital and a private owned hospital and high perceived risk for COVID-19 were associated
372 with increased vaccine uptake. With the status of the working environment and constant

373  exposure to patients, some HCWs perceived their risk of contracting COVID-19 to be
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374  unavoidable. However, other HCWs declared the potential role of COVID-19 vaccines in
375 reducing their risk of infection. Targeted information the public on the beneficial role of

376  COVID-19 vaccine in reducing transmission risk should be the focus for health authorities to

377 achieve a high vaccine uptake in Tanzania.

373 Policy implications

379 A consistent and evidence-based position adopted by the health authorities is an important
380 prerequisite towards addressing any novel public health emergency. Tackling future public
381  health emergencies requires deliberate actions to be taken in safeguarding the interests and

382  wellbeing of the HCWs.
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