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21 Abstract 

22 The global fight against the COVID-19 pandemic has underscored the critical importance of 

23 widespread vaccination to mitigate the impact of the virus on public health. The current study 

24 aimed to investigate which social influences might be most important for predicting attitudes 

25 towards COVID-19 vaccination and vaccine uptake among young students in the UK. We 

26 focused on the cultural evolution and social transmission aspects, i.e., parent-to-child versus 

27 peer-to-peer, of attitudes and vaccine uptake during the COVID-19 pandemic.  A sample of 192 

28 UK students (aged 18 to 35 years old) filled in an online survey including measures for attitudes 

29 towards COVID-19 vaccination and vaccine uptake and/or intention, age, and gender. 

30 Participants were also asked about their mother’s, father’s, and best friend’s attitudes towards 

31 COVID-19 vaccination and vaccine uptake. Finally, they provided a subjective measure of the 

32 quality relationship with their parents. Overall, our results suggest that both parents and very 

33 close friends are important agents in understanding the students’ attitudes towards COVID-19 

34 vaccination and vaccine uptake. More specifically, our findings suggest the mother’s vaccine 

35 uptake as the most salient predictor of students’ attitudes towards COVID-19 vaccination and 

36 vaccine uptake, particularly when the students disclose having a positive relationship with their 

37 parents. In cases where students’ experience negative relationship with their parents, the best 

38 friend’s vaccine uptake may supersede the mother’s influence. Despite these nuances, a 

39 general trend emerges from our data suggesting that vaccine uptake could be primarily guided 

40 by vertical transmission (i.e., parent to child). Our results have the potential to influence public 

41 health strategies, communication campaigns, and targeted interventions to enhance vaccination 

42 uptake. Identifying key social predictors can enable policymakers and health authorities to tailor 

43 vaccination promotion efforts towards mothers’ and peers’ vaccine uptake to increase overall 

44 positive attitudes and vaccine uptake among young people. 

45
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46 Keyword: social transmission, vertical and horizontal transmission, vaccination uptake, 

47 attitudes. 

48

49

50 1 Introduction

51 High rates of non-vaccination pose serious risks. During COVID-19, those unvaccinated 

52 increased the strain on the NHS and may have increased the liklihood of more lethal variants 

53 emerging (1). Given looming health threats like the Avian Flu (2), understanding why some 

54 remain unvaccinated is critical. A plethora of research has explored how psychological and 

55 sociodemographic factors relate to vaccine intentions and uptake (3,4). However, the precise 

56 influence of an individual’s immediate relationships on vaccination behaviour remains under-

57 investigated. Existing work often aggregates the association of parents and peers’ norms on 

58 vaccination intentions and uptake (5,6). By not separating the individual contribution of parents 

59 and peers, interventions are limited to a general approach focusing on changing overall norm 

60 perceptions. Delineating whether parents or peers are more salient influences for young people 

61 could focus interventions on the most important agents shaping young people’s vaccine 

62 behaviour. The present study aims to fill this gap by comparing the association of parents and 

63 peers’ norms in predicting the COVID-19 vaccination attitudes and uptake of a young UK 

64 student population. We hope to provide a more nuanced understanding of how vaccination 

65 attitudes and uptake spread within one’s social circle to inform more targeted public health 

66 interventions.
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67 1.1        Social psychological models

68 The Theory of Planned Behaviour (TPB) (7) posits that attitudes, social norms, and perceived 

69 behavioural control predict behavioural intention, and behavioural intentions can predict 

70 behaviours (8,9). Attitudes, social norms (both injunctive and descriptive), and perceived 

71 behavioural control moderate the relationship between intention and behaviour (10,11). TPB 

72 has been used to predict various health intentions but less often fully explains behavioural 

73 change (12). Meta-analyses suggest that TPB accounts for only 19.3% to 27% of variance in 

74 health behaviours (13,14). Regarding COVID-19 vaccination, a meta-analysis indicated that 

75 attitudes (r = 0.48) and social norms (r = 0.43) are reliable predictors of intention and are hence 

76 important during vaccination (15).

77 However, the TPB may have limitations when used in isolation given it cannot fully explain 

78 behaviour (16). Interventions only utilising TPB factors may not be comprehensive enough to 

79 fully address behaviours, and factors outside the model need considered. For example, within 

80 the social norm’s component, the TPB assumes family and friends equally influence an 

81 individual's intentions. In contrast, cultural transmission psychology suggests people are biased 

82 towards certain individuals within their social circle, i.e., family and friends can play different 

83 roles of importance (17,18). Understanding the dynamics between parents, peers, and 

84 behaviour could provide more targeted social interventions for improving vaccination rates.

85 1.2 Cultural evolutionary theory

86 Cultural evolutionary theory is concerned with the factors that shape the spread and 

87 transmission of information such as behaviours, attitudes, beliefs, values, etc in populations 

88 over time. Cultural transmission, the social transfer of information between individuals, is 

89 seldom random; in most cases, it is biased (18,19). An Individual will usually observe several 
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90 attitudes and behavioural variants for the same cultural trait (e.g., different strategies to solve a 

91 problem, different opinions, or habits). The choice of which variant they will adopt is guided by 

92 several types of biases. The most relevant for this study is model-based bias (18), favouring 

93 variants that are produced by: first, people (models) who are perceived to have higher skill or 

94 success (or their proxy, social prestige) (20) and second, models who are similar to us 

95 (homophyly) (21). Model-based bias is present in adults (22–24) and children (25,26) and 

96 across cultures (27). This implies individuals may be biased to copy some social information 

97 from specific models, rather than from all models equally.

98 Another fundamental distinction in cultural transmission, made by Cavalli-Sforza and Feldman is 

99 between three cultural transmission modes: vertical transmission, from parents to children; 

100 oblique transmission, from other adults to younger individuals, and horizontal transmission, 

101 among similar-age relatives, friends and peers (17). Much cultural information and skills are 

102 passed on vertically, from parents to children in hunter-gatherers (28,29), in farming 

103 communities (27,30,31) as well as in industrialised societies (32). Vertical transmission 

104 predominates in early infancy and pre-school age, but parental influence then decreases in 

105 favour of peer influence, which peaks in adolescence (27,33–36). 

106

107 The mode of transmission employed by a particular cultural variant has long-term cultural-

108 evolutionary consequences. Variants that are transmitted vertically and obliquely can persist for 

109 many generations. Oblique and horizontal transmission support spread across families and 

110 populations thus accelerating the rate of cultural evolution (37,38). Variants that are transmitted 

111 exclusively horizontally will disappear once everyone in the relevant age-cohort has died out.

112

113 Moreover, the context in which we learn and transmit modulate the spread of cultural variants. 

114 We tend to transmit to peers' information that we have learned from peers, and when we are in 
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115 a position of expertise, we transmit to novices the information that we learned from experts (39). 

116 These context-congruence effects may therefore lock a behaviour in a transmission mode.  

117 Given these effects, to design effective interventions to promote desired behaviours and 

118 discourage undesirable ones it is essential that we understand the transmission modes they 

119 employ. Parental, vertical transmission may be affected by model-based biases favouring older, 

120 expert or prestigious individuals (mother and father). In contrast, horizontal transmission from 

121 friends may be biased in favour of variants learned from those like us (homophyly).

122 1.3 Social transmission

123  

124 Cavalli-Sforza and Feldma (32) suggested that deep-rooted traits like political ideology and 

125 religious beliefs are more likely be socially inherited from parents than peers. However, young 

126 people may rely on peers and online sources, more than on parents for gathering health-related 

127 information (40). Looking at other health behaviours, the exercise habits of peers longitudinally 

128 predict those of young adults (41,42), whereas parents’ exercise does not (43). Health-positive 

129 behaviours may be more influenced by peers, suggesting that pro-health actions like 

130 vaccination could be determined more by peer behaviour than by parents. Regarding health-risk 

131 behaviours, alcohol consumption in adolescents  (44,45) and young adults (42) is again better 

132 predicted by peer consumption than by parent consumption, at least in cross-sectional studies 

133 (46). Smoking in early adolescents is also best predicted by peers’ smoking behaviour (47). As 

134 such, social context and age matters. Young students are surrounded by new influences, 

135 different from their parents, which may render peer behaviour a more important model during 

136 COVID-19 vaccination. 

137
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138 Longitudinally, however, parents predict maladaptive health behaviour such as alcohol 

139 consumption (48,49), smoking (49) and resistance to wearing seatbelts (42) better than peers. 

140 Despite peer influence increasing in adolescence, parent-child conflicts may diminish into young 

141 adulthood (50), making parental influence salient again, later in life. Maladaptive health 

142 behaviours of young people could, in the long run, be better predicted by parents. Vaccine 

143 attitudes and uptake in young people might follow a similar maladaptive behavioural pattern, 

144 being more influenced over time by parents than peers.

145  

146 Both parents' and peers' behaviours are therefore important predictors of a young student’s 

147 health behaviours. Parental behaviour may continue to be a significant predictor for young 

148 adults, even when exposed to new social landscapes such as a university setting (42). 

149 However, the importance of either influence can vary across different behaviours and contexts. 

150 Consequently, COVID-19 vaccination uptake among students could equally be biased more by 

151 either parents or peers’ behaviour and attitudes. To alter COVID-19 vaccination attitudes and 

152 increase uptake among students, it is crucial to discern the most important social influences 

153 biasing vaccine hesitancy.

154 1.4 COVID-19 Vaccination

155 Much COVID-19 vaccination research has focused on the extent to which attitudes regarding 

156 the vaccine’s safety, efficacy, and perceived importance are consistent predictors of vaccination 

157 intention and uptake (5,51). With this importance of attitudes, understanding how parents and 

158 peers may individually predict a student’s attitudes is imperative for trying to indirectly influence 

159 their vaccination uptake. 
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160 Research on factors predicting vaccine intentions and uptake either combines family and friends 

161 as a single normative influence or deals with only family or only friends.  Specifically, among 

162 students, vaccine intentions (52) and uptake (53) have been associated with a perception of 

163 peers' willingness to receive the vaccine. Similarly, having an unvaccinated family member or 

164 friend has been associated with an increased likelihood of the student being unvaccinated (54). 

165  

166 Importantly, however, the influence of parents versus peer norms has not been directly 

167 compared, leaving it unclear whether one might be more impactful than the other. This is 

168 especially relevant for interventions using peers as vaccine models, e.g., (2). If parental 

169 association prevails, such peer-focused interventions could be undermined, preferring to bias 

170 their vaccine attitudes and uptake through observing their parents.

171 In one study that compared parents and peers’ influence on young adolescents, the authors 

172 found that parent and peer COVID-19 vaccination attitudes and intentions both predicted US 

173 adolescent vaccination intentions, but parents norms explained twice the variance of intention 

174 over peer norms (56). These effects, however, could be different in an older sample of students, 

175 who are more exposed by peer influence, and parental influence could decline (27,35). The role 

176 of parents on COVID-19 vaccination in a young student population, at an age and in a context 

177 where peer influence is at a peak, has not been examined. It’s therefore crucial to investigate 

178 the comparative association of parents and peers within this population.

179 Within parents, fathers and mothers may indeed play different roles. During the COVID-19 

180 lockdowns in the UK, lower maternal compliance with guidelines was a stronger predictor than 

181 paternal behaviour of reduced compliance among young adults, suggesting a predominant 

182 influence of mothers during COVID-19 (57).Thus, separating mothers’ and fathers’ behaviour 

183 will permit interventions to focus on the most salient parental influence. Furthermore, the 
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184 association was moderated by relationship quality, with increased family arguments weakening 

185 the mother-child compliance association (57). Parental behaviour was also not significantly 

186 related to young adults who were living away from home during lockdowns. As such, parents 

187 could be less important for students, whom may live with peers, with an effect of both one’s 

188 household and parental relationship quality in determining the social influences on attitudes and 

189 uptake of COVID-19 vaccination.

190 1.5 Research questions and objectives

191 This study aims to address the gap in the literature identified above, focusing on the cultural 

192 evolution and social transmission aspects of attitudes towards and uptake of COVID-19 

193 vaccines during the COVID-19 pandemic. We aim to identify which social agent—a mother, 

194 father, or best-friend—is the strongest predictor of students' vaccination attitudes and uptake. 

195 Directional hypotheses were not made given the scant literature of parents and peers during 

196 COVID-19 vaccination. Instead, we explored the data to suggest where relationships might 

197 emerge.

198 An individual’s COVID-19 vaccination attitudes are consistent predictors of vaccination 

199 intentions and uptake (6,51). Therefore, we first investigated who the strongest predictors of 

200 student’s attitudes were to understand how to change young people’s COVID-19 beliefs via 

201 more indirect social modelling interventions. Next, we predicted student vaccine uptake (i.e., 

202 whether the student is vaccinated or not) to explore who could be the largest risk factor for 

203 young people rejecting a COVID-19 vaccine. We included relationship quality of students and 

204 their parents as covariance to investigate if it moderated parents’ association with the student. 

205 Lastly, using a heritability analysis, we explored how COVID-19 vaccine attitudes and uptake 

206 are transmitted across one’s whole circle.
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207 2         Methods

208 2.1         Participants

209 We conducted a UK-wide survey on vaccination attitudes and uptake. A total of 346 participants 

210 accessed the survey, of which 192 met our criteria (18-35 years of age, UK students). Gender 

211 distributions showed a higher proportion of females than males (females = 126, males = 57, 

212 other = 7), with a Mean age = 21.0 years. Convenience sampling was used to gather 

213 participants. Advertisements were placed on Reddit, Facebook, Twitter, LinkedIn, and 

214 Instagram - inviting participants to join a study requesting UK students to give their opinion and 

215 behaviours surrounding on COVID-19 vaccination. 

216 In the UK, COVID-19 vaccines were first offered to residents and staff of older adult care homes 

217 In December 2020. It wasn’t until June 2021 that it was offered to 21- and 22-year-olds, and 18 

218 July to 18–20-year-olds. Booster doses were offered to all adults 6 months after the first dose, 

219 meaning by January 2022 all adults 18 or over had been offered a second or booster dose. 

220 Participant recruitment took place between 19th July 2021 and 27th January 2023. Recruitment 

221 advertisements were placed online and through social media at two-time windows: (1) June-

222 August 2021 and (2) November 2022-January 2023. Participants were able to access links 

223 between the two windows, but most responses were received during the two advertisement 

224 periods.

225 2.2         Instruments

226 Participants were asked how many vaccines they had received (0, 1 or 2 or more). Vaccination 

227 intention for unvaccinated participants was measured using one item on a 10-point Likert scale, 
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228 i.e., “Now that a coronavirus vaccination is available, how likely is it that you will have one?” (0 - 

229 ‘extremely unlikely’ and 10 -‘extremely likely’). Attitudes towards COVID-19 vaccination were 

230 measured using four bi-polar adjectives (on 10-point Likert scales, i.e. 0- very ineffective to 10- 

231 very effective; 0 - very unsafe to 10-very safe; 0 - very unimportant to 10 - very important, and 0-

232 very negative to 10-very positive). Similarly, they stated how many vaccines they thought each 

233 of the agents had (their mother, father and best friend), and finally, they were asked to rate their 

234 perceptions of each agent’s attitude towards COVID-19 vaccination on the same bipolar 

235 adjective scales (e.g., “What is your impression on what the following people THINK about a 

236 COVID-19 vaccination…?”). Agents were presented in randomised order for each participant. 

237 Attitude components were all highly correlated, and so a composite COVID-19 vaccination 

238 attitude variable was made with high reliability for the student (α = .95), mother (α = .97), father 

239 (α = .97), friend (α = .95). Finally, participants provided a subjective measure of their parents’ 

240 relationship quality, using a measure “how positive is your relationship with your mother/father?” 

241 with 1 being very negative and 5 being very positive. We asked some additional questions that 

242 were not used in analysis. The full survey is available in the Supplementary Information.

243 2.3         Procedure

244 An advertisement online presented participants with a link that took them to a Qualtrics survey.  

245 In the survey, they first were asked to provide informed consent to participate. Participants who 

246 consented proceeded to complete the survey described above. Finally, they were fully 

247 debriefed.

248
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249 2.4 Ethics statement

250 The study was granted ethical approval by the School of Social Sciences Ethics Committee, 

251 Heriot-Watt University (2021-1268-4512).  Participant consent was obtained electronically at the 

252 start of the survey. Participants read a sheet informing them of the project aims, the task and 

253 their rights, and were asked to select “I agree” or “I do not agree”. Only those who agreed were 

254 directed to the rest of the survey described above. 

255

256 2.5 Analytical Procedure

257 R was used to conduct all statistical analyses. Data was imported from excel and cleaned and 

258 analysed through R. The data and code is available at 

259 https://github.com/oscarthompsoncodes/TCT-Vaccine-2024. Details of the exact analytical 

260 procedures for handling the data is found in the results section “Testing Linearity Assumptions” 

261 as procedure was decided upon after testing various data assumptions. Our sample size was N 

262 =192, but full data was not available for all variables for each participant. As such, some 

263 analyses had less participants used in the model due to data incompleteness, and the number 

264 of observations used in each analysis is stated throughout the tables.

265  3  Results

266 All the data were analysed together, given that separate analyses of the early and later datasets 

267 showed similar distributions of vaccination intentions, uptake, and attitudes.
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268 3.1         Descriptive statistics and correlations 

269 Table 1 presents descriptive statistics. Most respondents were vaccinated and had positive 

270 attitudes towards the COVID-19 vaccination. Vaccine intention was very low, indicating most of 

271 those unvaccinated had no intention of being vaccinated. Students’ relationships with their 

272 mother and father were also positive overall.

273 Table 1

274 Means, standard deviations, and correlations between students’ attitudes towards COVID-19 

275 vaccination and intentions and each agents attitudes towards COVID-19 vaccination.                  

276

277 Note. 

278 * M and SD are used to represent mean and standard deviation, respectively. Spearman 

279 correlations were used given variables were non-normally distributed. Student COVID-19 

280 Vaccine Intention refers to the intention to receive a COVID-19 vaccination for those who were 

281 unvaccinated.  Mother and Father Relationship Quality refers to how positive the student 

282 perceived their relationship with their mother and father.

283 ** Indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < .01. *** indicates p < .001.

284 Of the 27 respondents who were not vaccinated; 21 had no or little intention of getting a vaccine 

285 (vaccine intention scores 0, 1 or 2), 1 was neutral (vaccine intention score of 5); and 4 had a 
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286 strong intention of getting a vaccine (vaccine intention scores 9 or 10). 

287

288 Table 2. COVID-19 Vaccine Uptake of the student and agents and their similarities (n = 137). 

289 Only complete cases are included, so participants who did not provide data for the vaccination 

290 uptake of their mother, father and friend were removed.  

291

292

293 Table 3 includes the correlations between each agent’s vaccination uptake. Here the highest 

294 correlation was observed was between the mother and the student, followed by the mother and 

295 the father.

296 Table 3. Correlations between agents’ vaccination uptake. * Indicates p < .05. ** indicates p < 

297 .01.

298
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299

300

301 To complement our correlation analysis, we calculated social heritability between the agents. In 

302 biology, a trait (such as height, skin colour, intelligence) is heritable when offspring resemble 

303 their parent more than another random individual from the population regarding that trait. In 

304 culture, a socially learned trait such as a behaviour or attitude is heritable if an agent (e.g., 

305 students) resemble a cultural model (e.g., their mothers) more than random individuals for the 

306 relevant behaviour or attitude. 

307 We conducted Monte-Carlo analyses to quantify the social heritability of vaccination attitude and 

308 behaviour scores as the z-score of the veridical correlation between two agents (e.g. students 

309 and their mothers) in a distribution of 10,000 scrambled correlations (e.g., each student paired 

310 with a random mother from the sample). Heritability results (Fig 1), despite being dependent on 

311 the composition of the population, nevertheless contribute evidence of transmission between 

312 the agents as the causal process supporting similarity. However, our analysis is agnostic 

313 regarding the precise mechanisms for transmission, which could be biological (genetic or 

314 epigenetic inheritance), social (learning, imitation, teaching, and uni- or bi-directional, e.g. from 

315 father to student, but also from student to father), or a combination of both.  

316  
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317 Figure 1. Heritability of attitudes towards COVID-19 vaccination (left) and COVID-19 

318 vaccination uptake (right) for all pairs of agents in our sample. Only z-scores > 3.1, 

319 corresponding to p < 0.001 are shown.

320

321 Results suggest that the population is clustered into homogeneous groups including family and 

322 friends who share the same COVID-19 vaccination attitudes, but when it comes to vaccination 

323 uptake, clusters are not as homogeneous, but students nevertheless resemble their friend’s, 

324 their father’s, and particularly their mother’s behaviour.

325 3.2         Regressions

326 3.2.1 Testing linearity assumptions

327 To ensure robust analysis, we used box plots, QQ plots, and residual plots for outlier detection. 

328 Although potential outliers were initially identified, these corresponded having a lower number of 

329 participants with very negative vaccination attitudes. We determined the dataset did not contain 

330 any meaningful outliers. We therefore decided to retain the complete dataset for subsequent 

331 regression analyses.

332 Normality plots and QQ plots revealed non-normal data distribution, attributed to COVID-19 

333 vaccination attitudes being polarized as very negative or very positive. The data failed to meet 

334 the assumption for linear models, and log transformations did not normalise the data. COVID-19 

335 vaccination attitudes were highly collinear (see Table 2). Dormann and colleagues (58) 

336 advocates a correlation coefficient threshold of 0.7 for predictor variables to preserve accurate 

337 coefficient estimation. Given attitudes approached this threshold, results were interpreted 

338 cautiously for attitudes. GLMs were preferred for handling collinearity and nonlinearity (58).  
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339 Vaccine uptake data was unaffected by self-report bias and only have low to moderate 

340 correlations between each agent (see Table 3). For these reasons, uptake data may be more 

341 informative than attitude data, alongside using the quality of relationship between students and 

342 parents as covariates, which are largely unrelated to all agents’ attitudes (see Table 1).

343 Furthermore, a p-value was not pre-determined nor adjusted for multiple comparisons. Rather 

344 the study aims to explore the data fully and point to where meaningful relationships could exist. 

345 Consequently, the significance, regression coefficient and powers of model predictors will be 

346 considered in interpretation.

347 3.2.2 Predictors for Students’ Attitudes towards Vaccination

348 To investigate predictors of students' COVID-19 vaccination attitudes, three GLM models with 

349 Poisson links were executed, as outlined in Table 6. Model 1 assessed the influence of other 

350 agents' attitudes; model 2 examined the association with other agents' vaccine uptake; and 

351 model 3 combined both. Analyses were restricted to complete data sets containing information 

352 for students and their three specified agents (mother, father, friend).

353 GLM with Poisson link was used in these models by treating the attitude variables as count 

354 data. As Poisson link requires a positive skew, student and others’ attitudes were transformed to 

355 a positive skew. Each variable was taken away from 11 to reverse the distribution. Lower 

356 attitude values therefore indicate a positive vaccination attitude, and vice versa.

357
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358 Table 4. Student’s attitudes towards COVID-19 vaccination predicted by the agents’ attitude 

359 towards COVID-19 vaccination and their vaccine uptake. Each column represents a separate 

360 Poisson regression where the outcome variable was the student’s attitudes towards COVID-19 

361 vaccination. CI indicate 95% CIs. R2 Nagelkerke was the goodness of fit test used for the 

362 Poisson regressions. The coefficients used are incidence rate ratios because a Poisson GLM 

363 was used. These were converted from their log form for easier interpretation. 

364  

365 In model 1 (Table 4), the students’ attitude towards COVID-19 vaccination were modelled by 

366 each agent’s attitude towards COVID-19 vaccination. A quasi-poisson model was conducted to 

367 check for dispersion. At 0.6, the data was not over-dispersed. The father and the best-friend 

368 attitudes were the only significant predictors, and the father’s attitudes was the strongest 

369 predictor. A 10% change in fathers’ attitudes was associated with an 11.2% change in students’ 

370 attitudes, while a 10% change in the friends’ attitudes was associated with a 10.6% change. The 

371 difference between the fathers’ and friends’ attitudes is thus negligible in meaningful predictive 

372 strength.
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373 Fig 2 shows a high clustering of data points in the bottom left, indicative of the larger amount of 

374 very positive attitudes towards COVID-19 vaccination. Moreover, the regression lines are very 

375 similar. The association of each agent’s attitudes with the student’s attitudes are very similar, 

376 suggesting that attitudinal variables are interrelated and collectively contribute to the predictive 

377 power of the model. Consequently, it becomes challenging to discern the individual association 

378 of each agent’s attitude.

379  

380 Figure 2. Plot of the Poisson regression of the student’s COVID-19 vaccination attitudes 

381 modelled by other’s COVID-19 vaccination attitudes. Each line indicates a separate Poisson 

382 regression run, with each agent’s attitudes towards COVID-19 vaccination predicting the 

383 student’s attitudes towards COVID-19 vaccination. Attitude values reversed: 1 = very positive 

384 attitude towards COVID-19 vaccination, and 10 = very negative attitude towards COVID-19 

385 vaccination.

386

387 In model 2 (Table 4) students’ attitudes towards COVID-19 vaccination were modelled by other 

388 agents’ COVID-19 vaccine uptake. The model was over-dispersed (dispersion = 1.62, with a 

389 dispersion criterion of <= 1). The Quasi-Poisson model was used to account for this 

390 overdispersion.

391 The mother’s vaccine uptake was the strongest predictor for student’s attitude towards COVID-

392 19 vaccination, followed by the friend’s uptake. The father’s uptake was non-significant. The 

393 mother’s vaccine uptake predicted student attitudes with an IRR = 0.43. This means having a 

394 vaccinated mother was associated with the student having 57% more positive attitudes 

395 compared to students who had an unvaccinated mother. Conversely, having a vaccinated friend 
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396 was associated with a student having 50% more positive vaccination attitudes, compared to 

397 students with an unvaccinated friend. The mothers’ vaccine uptake therefore accounts for 7% 

398 more variance in predicting student attitudes than the friends’ vaccine uptake.

399 Fig 3 illustrates these findings. The student’s attitudes are universally positive towards 

400 vaccination when the mother (M = 8.40, CI = 8.05-8.75), father (M = 8.32, CI = 7.92-8.72), and 

401 friend (M = 8.51, CI = 8.16-8.85) are vaccinated. Conversely, the student has the lowest 

402 vaccination attitudes when their mother is unvaccinated (M = 3.88, CI = 0.77-6.98), followed by 

403 their friend (M = 4.40, CI = 2.21-6.58), and attitudes are highest when the father is unvaccinated 

404 (M = 5.19, CI = 1.82-8.55). 

405

406 Figure 3. Means and 95% CI of the student’s COVID-19 vaccination attitudes when each 

407 person is either vaccinated or unvaccinated. Vaccination uptake refers to the COVID-19 

408 vaccination uptake of others. Attitude towards COVID-19 vaccination variable scaled went from: 

409 1 = a very negative attitude towards vaccination to 10 = a very positive attitude towards 

410 vaccination.

411  

412 The large confidence intervals suggest that the precise estimates of the mother or friends’ 

413 coefficients may be unreliable. But still they suggest the direction that the mother’s uptake is a 

414 stronger predictor than the father’s or friend’s uptake: having an unvaccinated mother was 

415 associated with the lowest vaccination attitudes, followed by having an unvaccinated friend.

416 Model 3 summarises how others’ attitudes and uptake together predict student attitudes. Note, 

417 the goodness of fit is highest in this model. Only the father’s attitudes towards COVID-19 

418 vaccination were a significant predictor of student attitudes. None of the agents’ vaccine uptake 
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419 was significant predictors of student attitudes. However, with attitudes being highly collinear, it is 

420 unlikely the fathers’ attitude accounted for much unique variance, and this finding is interpreted 

421 more cautiously. 

422  

423 3.2.3         Predictors of students’ vaccination uptake

424  

425 It may be of greater interest to understand the predictors of vaccine uptake. Utilising the same 

426 predictors as in Table 4, three new regression models were constructed to explore how others' 

427 attitudes and uptake best predicted student vaccine uptake. The results are outlined in Table 5. 

428 Table 5. Student’s uptake of COVID-19 vaccination predicted by the COVID-19 vaccination 

429 attitudes and uptake of parents and their friend. Each model here was a binomial logistic 

430 regression. R2 Tjur was the goodness of fit measure used for the logistic regression models. 

431 The model originally produced log OR but we transformed these to OR for easier interpretation. 

432 Note that some confidence intervals were very high (e.g., model 6, Mothers’ Uptake.) However, 

433 this was not due to modelling or formatting issues, but was the real values obtained from the 

434 models. With highly collinear variables, it’s expected there would be some unusual CIs for GLM 

435 models, especially given the combined model was more underpowered with a lower observation 

436 to variable ratio. Given we are exploring the data, we left these values in as is. We follow this 

437 procedure for the full article.
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438  

439

440 Vaccine uptake was not significantly predicted by the student’s own or other’s attitudes towards 

441 COVID-19 vaccination (model 4, Table 5). Fig 4 shows the students and others’ attitudes when 

442 the student was either vaccinated, or unvaccinated. When the student was vaccinated, their 

443 mothers’ (M = 8.85, CI = 8.55 - 9.16), fathers’ (M = 8.90, CI = 8.57 - 9.23), friends’ (M = 8.90, CI 

444 = 8.57 - 9.23, SD = 1.77), and own attitudes (M = 8.72, CI = 8.45 - 8.99) were all similarly high. 

445 When the student was unvaccinated, the student’s attitude seemed lowest (M = 3.57, CI = 1.89 

446 - 5.26), which would be expected given attitudes would be in correspondence to their own 

447 behaviour. But the mother (M = 5.18, CI = 3.41 - 6.94), father (M = 5.79, CI = 3.92 - 7.66), and 

448 friends’ (M = 7.08, CI = 5.61 - 8.55) attitudes did not seem to differ substantially, perhaps 

449 explaining why there was no significant predictors. When a student is unvaccinated, no agents’ 

450 attitudes are uniquely predictive of student uptake.

451

452 Figure 4. Mean and 95% CIs of the COVID-19 vaccination attitude values of others and the 

453 student when the student is either vaccinated or unvaccinated. Attitude towards COVID-19 
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454 vaccination variable scaled went from: 1 = a very negative attitude towards vaccination to 10 = a 

455 very positive attitude towards vaccination

456 As was the case with predicting students’ attitudes towards COVID-19 vaccination, investigating 

457 the relationships between other’s uptake and student’s uptake may be more informative for 

458 understanding how vaccination uptake is predicted, because it does not rely on self-reports. 

459 Model 5 in Table 5 summarises the findings. The mother’s vaccine status was the only 

460 significant predictor of whether a student was vaccinated. Having an unvaccinated mother was 

461 associated with a 16 times increased likelihood of the student being unvaccinated themselves. 

462 However, the large confidence intervals indicate the precision of this OR is uncertain.

463 Table 2 explores these findings. Vaccinated students’ vaccine uptake was equally like all the 

464 other agents’ vaccine uptake, ranging from 95-97%. The results were different for unvaccinated 

465 students. Here, 37% of the time the mother was also unvaccinated, versus 26% for father, 21% 

466 for friend, supporting the potential importance of mother’s uptake for student uptake, especially 

467 when the mother is unvaccinated.

468 Combined model 6 included both the attitudes and uptake of other agents in predicting students’ 

469 vaccine uptake. The log binomial model indicated the student’s attitude was the sole predictor. 

470 While this model better controls for the covariance across variables, this model was again less 

471 powered, with only 108 observations across 8 variables. We suggest this model is thus not 

472 powered enough to dismiss the importance of the mothers’ uptake observed in model 5.

473 3.2.4        Relationship quality as a covariate

474 Aksoy found the transmission of lockdown compliance norms during the pandemic was higher 

475 from mothers to their children in families that argued less (54). Thus, the strength of association 
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476 from parents to their children might depend on relationship quality. We re-ran the models 

477 including the positivity of mother and father relationships as covariates (see Methods section).

478 3.2.4.1 Predicting student’s attitudes.

479 We first explored how others’ attitudes and uptake predicted a students’ COVID-19 vaccination 

480 attitudes when controlling for the quality of the relationship between students and their parents’ 

481 as covariance. Table 6 outlines the outcomes of these models. The same structure of models 

482 was used as in Tables 4 and 5.

483 Table 6. Student’s attitudes towards COVID-19 vaccination predicted by the agents’ COVID-19 

484 vaccination attitudes and uptake, including parental relationship quality as covariance. Rel Qual 

485 refers to relationship quality. In the original combined model with all agents’ attitudes and 

486 behaviours for predicting students’ attitudes (model 3, Table 4), only the father’s attitudes were 

487 a significant predictor. Hence, relationship quality was included as a covariate only for the 

488 mother’s and father’s attitudes, not their vaccination uptake.

489

490
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491  

492  

493 Model 7 (Table 6) summarises the findings. The model’s dispersion was in range D = 0.66. 

494 When considering the quality of the parents’ relationships, the friend's attitude was the only 

495 significant predictor of student attitudes. 

496 In model 8 (Table 6) we next examined how vaccine uptake of the student was predicted by the 

497 agents’ vaccine uptake when the quality of the relationships with parents was a covariate. An 

498 unvaccinated friend now emerged as the strongest predictor of student attitudes, followed by an 

499 interaction effect between the mother’s vaccination uptake and relationship quality (Fig 5). 

500 Students with vaccinated mothers exhibited positive vaccination attitudes irrespective of 

501 relationship quality. In contrast, students with unvaccinated mothers showed diverging attitudes 

502 based on the quality of the relationship; positive relationships led to lower vaccination attitudes, 

503 whereas negative relationships led to higher attitudes. A student's attitude towards vaccination 
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504 is more likely to align with the vaccine uptake of their mother only if they get on well with her. 

505 Student’s attitudes are not universally predicted by maternal vaccination uptake. As such, 

506 friends’ vaccination uptake may be the better predictor of student’s vaccine attitudes when 

507 controlling for student-parent relationship quality.

508  

509 Figure 5. Student attitudes for those with a vaccinated and unvaccinated mother, with positivity 

510 of the mother’s relationship as an interaction effect. Error bars show 95% CIs.  Students’ 

511 attitude values reversed: 1 = very positive attitude towards COVID-19 vaccination, and 10 = 

512 very negative attitude towards COVID-19 vaccination. Mother relationship quality was 

513 continuous, but here split as an interaction term, using the minimum (1 – very negative 

514 relationship) and maximum (5 – very positive relationship) as factor levels for a simpler 

515 interpretation. 

516 In the combined model 9 (Table 6), when the quality of the father’s relationship was included as 

517 a covariate, the father’s attitude was no longer significant, and the vaccine uptake of the friend 

518 was the sole predictor. Thus, the father’s attitude emerging as a significant predictor may have 

519 depended on the student having a positive relationship with them. This might suggest that 

520 friends’ attitudes and uptake are more informative than the father’s attitudes. Thus, having an 

521 unvaccinated friend may be the most important predictor of student’s vaccination attitudes.

522 3.2.4.2. Students’ vaccine uptake 

523 Secondly, we modelled how others’ attitudes and vaccine uptake predicted a students’ COVID-

524 19 vaccination uptake when including parental relationship quality as a covariate (Table 7).

525  
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526 Table 7. Student attitudes modelled by the attitudes and behaviours of others, including 

527 parental relationship quality as covariance. We did not re-run a combined model including 

528 relationship quality as a covariate because in model 6 (Table 5), the combined model predicting 

529 vaccine uptake, neither parents’ attitudes or uptake were significant predictors. 

530  

531  

532 In model 10 (Table 7), when predicting student vaccine attitudes, the attitudes of agents were 

533 non-significant (without the covariate, the father’s attitudes were the sole significant predictor). 

534 Similarly, in model 11 (Table 7), none of the agents’ uptake variables were significant predictors 

535 of student uptake (whereas the mother’s uptake was without the covariate). Therefore, when 
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536 controlling for the quality of parent-student relationship, not one agent accounts for unique 

537 vaccine uptake.

538 3.3 Gender interactions

539 As the sample was mostly female (N = 66.3% females) maternal importance may have existed 

540 because females displayed a bias towards the same-gender parents. Female adolescents 

541 copied their mother’s COVID-19 compliance behaviours more than male adolescents (57). Each 

542 model was re-run with gender as a covariate. The pattern of the findings did not change across 

543 any of the models. As such the greater percentage of females in the sample did not bias the 

544 findings. Importantly, the salience of the mother does not depend on student gender.

545  4         Discussion

546 As COVID-19 vaccination has rolled out, young people have remained some of the most 

547 hesitant age-group within the UK (59). Much research has suggested how family’s and friends’ 

548 COVID-19 vaccination norms are important in predicting COVID-19 vaccination intention and 

549 uptake. However, social interventions may be made more effective by targeting the specific 

550 social connection – namely, parents or peers – which is more important in shaping the young 

551 person’s vaccine uptake. Therefore, this paper’s objective was to examine how three agents’ –

552 mothers, fathers and best friends-- attitudes and uptake predict students’ COVID-19 vaccination 

553 attitudes and uptake. These findings could be used to infer which agent might have the greatest 

554 influence on young people’s vaccine uptake to inform interventions.
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555 4.1 Predicting student’s attitudes towards COVID-19 vaccination

556 Our first model predicted students' COVID-19 vaccination attitudes by others' COVID-19 

557 vaccination attitudes. The mother’s, father’s and friend’s COVID-19 vaccine attitudes predict the 

558 student attitudes to the same degree (Fig 2). However, we observe that all agents’ attitudes, 

559 including the student's, were highly collinear. This collinearity means that the significant 

560 coefficient of the father and friend’s attitudes on student' attitudes are not to be overemphasised 

561 with no one agent being more important than the others.

562

563 This collinearity may be partly due to mothers, fathers and friends’ attitudes being reported by 

564 the students, who may be biased to perceiving those who are most close to them as having the 

565 same evaluations as each other regarding vaccine importance, safety, effectiveness, and 

566 positivity. Moreover, they may be biased to believe these three agents have similar attitudes to 

567 themselves (60). Besides these biases, collinearity of attitudes among all four agents (student, 

568 their mothers, fathers, and friends) indicates that our population may be polarised into 

569 homogeneous groups. Here, students surrounded by parents with positive attitudes would have 

570 access to or choose to befriend or marry people with positive attitudes, and the same for 

571 negative attitudes. 

572

573 Our second model included other agents' vaccine uptake, a more objective measure, as 

574 predictors. Having an unvaccinated mother was associated with the most negative COVID-19 

575 vaccination attitudes, followed by having an unvaccinated friend. The mother’s vaccine uptake 

576 accounted for 7% more variance in student attitudes than the friend’s vaccine uptake. The 

577 father's vaccine uptake was not significant. When developing intervention campaigns to improve 

578 student’s attitudes towards vaccination, the focus should therefore be prioritising the vaccination 

579 of mothers as well as friends, but less so fathers.
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580

581 Our third combined model including the COVID-19 vaccination attitudes and uptake of the 

582 mother, father, and friend showed only the father’s attitude predicted the student's attitudes. 

583 However, given findings from the previous models, issues with collinearity and the lower power 

584 of the larger combined model, this result should not be overstated. Overall, these models 

585 suggest that a student's attitude towards vaccine is most influenced by their whole close social 

586 circle with the mothers and friends’ vaccination uptake being most important.

587  

588 Most COVID-19 vaccine research has not separated out the individual contribution of parents 

589 and peers (5,15)Instead, participants are asked about their perception of both their family and 

590 friends’ attitudes and intentions towards COVID-19 vaccination as a single overall variable. This 

591 overall perception has found to be consistently important for predicting people’s vaccine 

592 intentions and attitudes, e.g., (5,51). Yet, our separation of mother versus father versus friend 

593 nuances these results to underline specific biases towards individual agents, namely mothers.

594   

595 4.2 Predicting student’s COVID-19 vaccine uptake

596 Our fourth model indicated that individual attitudes, including those of the students themselves, 

597 were not unique predictors of students’ COVID-19 vaccine uptake. In our fifth model, including 

598 only other agents’ vaccine uptake, the mother’s uptake was the only significant predictor of 

599 student uptake. An unvaccinated mother may therefore be the most important social predictor of 

600 a young person’s failure to get vaccinated.

601  

602 Our sixth, combined model, however, found the student's own attitudes as the sole predictor of 

603 their vaccine uptake, challenging the mother's importance. This is in line with some studies (6), 
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604 but not with others (56), which indicate that our close social agents can have a stronger 

605 association in predicting vaccine intention than our own attitudes. 

606

607 Once again, the lower power of the combined model and the collinearity issue suggests the 

608 importance of mothers’ uptake on student’s uptake should not be discounted. Combined with 

609 the importance of the mothers’ non-vaccination in predicting negative vaccination attitudes, 

610 maternal influence remains as a potentially crucial risk factor for vaccine attitudes and uptake.

611

612 This is in line with Kecojevic and colleagues’ findings (54) who showed that students who 

613 reported having an unvaccinated family member or friend were more likely to be unvaccinated. 

614 Other studies focusing on peers’ norms suggest peers may influence young people’s attitudes 

615 and uptake of COVID-19 vaccination (52,53). Our findings suggest while peer norms may be 

616 important, interventions relying solely on peers may be insufficient, as maternal influence could 

617 prevail over peer norms in shaping the student’s vaccine uptake.

618  

619 Our results also align with those of Rogers and colleagues (56) who showed that parent norms 

620 accounted for twice the variance in adolescents’ COVID-19 vaccine intention than peer norms. 

621 Their sample was younger than ours (Mean age = 14.69 years). At this age parents are likely 

622 the main deciders regarding vaccination. Our findings, in a slightly older sample (Mean age = 

623 21.0 years) suggest that parents may continue to shape COVID-19 vaccination uptake into 

624 young adulthood despite being surrounded by peer influence in a student context. Note, we did 

625 not record the living circumstances of students, yet findings have previously suggested young 

626 adults’ association with parental COVID-19 guideline compliance increases when living at home 

627 (54). As such our findings cannot determine whether the association was due to living around 

628 parents versus peers.
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629 Additionally, the perceived influence of peers may be confounded by students merely selecting 

630 friends with similar vaccination uptake. Given our young sample, and the age-based rollout of 

631 the vaccination in the UK, participants were likely offered the vaccine after they had already 

632 observed their parents reject or accept the vaccine. There was therefore a greater opportunity to 

633 observe parental vaccine decisions and imitate their behaviour compared to peers. 

634 We extended Rogers and colleagues’ findings (56) by showing that, among parents, the 

635 mother’s uptake was a singularly important predictor of student uptake. Similarly, Aksoy (57) 

636 showed a mother’s lockdown compliance behaviour predicted UK young adults’ compliance 

637 behaviour, whereas a father’s behaviour was less or non-significant. The importance of mothers 

638 might be expected, given children spend more time with their mother growing up in social 

639 activities and educational events (61),have more communication with their children than fathers 

640 (62). Thus, the mother may be of central importance during unfamilar situations like pandemics, 

641 both acting as models for young people through health regulation compliance and making 

642 important vaccination decisions. 

643 4.3 Social transmission research

644 Health risk behaviours are sometimes more likely to be predicted by parental behaviour than 

645 peer behaviour in young adults, e.g., alcohol consumption (48,63), or smoking (49), although 

646 these results are not always supported, e.g. for alcohol consumption (42). In opposition, peer 

647 behaviour is a better predictor for exercise habits (41–43) and health searching (64)Thus, 

648 research must continue to investigate the effects of parents versus peers and indeed of mothers 

649 versus fathers, to understand which social agents shape behaviour and attitudes.

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 7, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.06.24303875doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.06.24303875
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


33

650 4.4 Cultural evolutionary Psychology

651 An explanation for the importance of mother’s vaccine uptake on student’s uptake may be that 

652 important, deep-rooted traits like politics and religion tend to be transmitted vertically, from 

653 parents to children, rather than horizontally, among peers (65).  COVID-19 vaccination 

654 hesitancy is related to right-wing political views (66,67) and increased religiosity (68). Amid the 

655 uncertainty of vaccination decisions, young people may have looked towards modelling the 

656 behaviour of their parents, for whom they've previously followed similar fundamental ideologies. 

657 Consequently, vertical transmission could be the more important transmission modality for 

658 COVID-19 vaccination.

659 Moreover, vertically transmitted behaviours and attitudes –unlike horizontally transmitted ones– 

660 can persist for many generations (39). This means that the influence of unvaccinated mothers 

661 may be transmitted down the generations. Therefore, addressing vaccine hesitancy especially 

662 among mothers may be crucial to stop the transmission of anti-vaccination attitudes and 

663 behaviours. 

664 4.5 Heritability analyses

665 Heritability analysis generally aligns with the regression results. In addition, they offer a view of 

666 the distribution of attitudes and behaviours across our sample. For attitudes, all agents are very 

667 similar to each other, indicating the existence of homogeneous groups within which all agents 

668 have similar attitudes towards the COVID-19 vaccine. This is reflected in the fact that friends are 

669 very similar to parents, although they are not directly related. Friends are less like parents in 

670 terms of vaccine uptake, suggesting uptake is not as polarised as attitudes. Therefore, 

671 interventions should still consider one’s whole circle for most effectively shaping vaccine uptake, 

672 and not singularly focus on one social agent.
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673 4.6 Relationship as Covariance

674 When controlling for parental relationship quality (how positive or negative the student reported 

675 their mother and father relationships were), the friend’s predictive power increased. When 

676 predicting student vaccination attitudes, an unvaccinated friend was associated with the most 

677 negative attitudes. Having an unvaccinated mother was only associated with more negative 

678 student vaccination attitudes for those who had a positive relationship with their mother. 

679 Furthermore, the friend’s uptake was the sole predictor for student attitudes in the combined 

680 model. But no agent’s attitude or uptake were significant predictors of student uptake when 

681 controlling for relationship quality. 

682 The importance of parents' behaviour may therefore be dependent on how well the child and 

683 parents get on. In COVID-19, a mother's compliance with lockdown guidelines predicted their 

684 young adult children’s compliance only if the children lived with them and they argued less (57). 

685 Our sample reported very positive relationships with their mother (M = 4.48/5) and father 

686 (4.34/5), suggesting the importance of parents could be overestimated in our results. This 

687 implies that findings by Rogers and colleagues (56), who suggested parent norms were more 

688 important than peer norms for vaccination, may have been different if they had included 

689 relationship quality in their design. Their adolescent participants may have been biased in 

690 favour of parents simply because they had a positive relationship with them. Consequently, 

691 research must consider how well a young person gets on with other social agents to most 

692 accurately determine why a social agent might appear to be of greatest importance.

693 4.7 Practical applications of findings

694 If our results are verified by further studies, interventions aimed at improving vaccine uptake 

695 could target the agents who are found to be most important. For instance, leveraging 
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696 vaccination of mothers to act as behavioural models could be a more specific approach for 

697 changing attitudes and increasing uptake in young adults. In situations where children do not 

698 get along with their mothers, friends could play a more important role in influencing uptake. 

699 Therefore, parent-based interventions and friend-based interventions complement each other, 

700 and neither should be ruled out.

701 4.8 Limitations

702 There are limitations to the current study that need to be acknowledged. Firstly, we used a 

703 correlational design, which does not allow to infer causality. We obtained merely measures of 

704 similarity, so we cannot say whether an agent directly influenced the uptake and attitudes of the 

705 student. For instance, it is possible that similarity between mother and student is caused by the 

706 student influencing the mother. For the friend, inferring directionality is even less plausible, since 

707 friendship can involve both people influencing each other equally. 

708 This study’s aim was to establish patterns of social transmission of information in a small social 

709 network. However, we relied on similarity metrics between different agents. Similarity of 

710 attitudes and behaviours can be caused by factors other than transmission including sharing a 

711 social environment; for parents and children, sharing genes; and, for friends, assortative mating 

712 whereby we select friends who are like us. Future studies can tease out these confounds to 

713 understand the unique contribution of social transmission in attitudes and behaviours towards 

714 vaccination.

715 We relied on student’s perception of their parents' and friend’s COVID-19 vaccination attitudes 

716 and uptake. Even if they do not accurately reflect the real attitudes and behaviours, perceptions 

717 may be what leads to someone changing their own attitudes and behaviours. Furthermore, 

718 within the complete vaccine uptake data we had, (N =137) we had only 27 unvaccinated 

 . CC-BY 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted March 7, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.06.24303875doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.03.06.24303875
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


36

719 participants (19.7% unvaccinated). Although unbalanced, this proportion is representative of the 

720 rate of non-vaccination in the UK. 

721 5. Conclusion

722 This study aimed to compare the predictive power of parents and peers on COVID-19 

723 vaccination attitudes and uptake among students to determine who could be the greatest source 

724 of influence for vaccination uptake. Our results support the view that both one’s close family and 

725 friends are important. Moreover, findings point to the mother’s vaccine uptake as the most 

726 salient predictor of student's uptake and attitudes, particularly when the students get on well 

727 with their parents. In cases of poorer parent-child relationships, friend’s vaccine uptake may 

728 supersede the mother’s influence. Despite these nuances, a general trend emerges suggesting 

729 that vaccine uptake could be primarily guided by vertical transmission (i.e., parent to child). In 

730 vaccination, the influence of young people’s mothers and fathers is understudied yet may be 

731 potentially more important than studying solely peer influence. Therefore, interventions should 

732 be finely tuned to utilising students’ mothers to increase vaccine uptake, whereas peers could 

733 be more important for those with poorer maternal relationships. Future research confirming the 

734 importance of mothers could be pivotal for optimising strategies to mitigate the continual vaccine 

735 hesitancy across pandemics in this vulnerable demographic.

736

737
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