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ABSTRACT 29 

Background:  30 

Social networks, our social relationships, play a role in the spread of infectious diseases but also in 31 

infection prevention behaviors such as vaccination. Here, we aimed to assess which individual, 32 

interpersonal (social network characteristics), community and societal factors are associated with 33 

COVID-19 vaccination intention during the second wave of the COVID-19 pandemic.  34 

 35 

Methods:  36 

The cross-sectional study utilized online questionnaire data collected between August and 37 

November 2020 in community-dwelling adults aged 40 years and older. COVID-19 vaccination 38 

intention was measured by assessing whether respondents were willing to receive a COVID-19 39 

vaccination if the vaccines became available. At the time of data collection, vaccines were still in 40 

development. Associations between individual (sociodemographic variables, health, health 41 

concerns), interpersonal (social network characteristics including structure, function, and quality), 42 

community (social and labor participation) and societal factors (degree of urbanization), and the 43 

outcome variables COVID-19 vaccination intention (yes vs no, yes vs unsure, unsure vs no) were 44 

assessed in stepwise multivariable regression analyses.  45 

 46 

Results:  47 

Of all participants (N=3,396), 59% reported a positive intention to vaccinate against COVID-19, 35% 48 

were unsure, and 6% had no intention. Men, individuals of older age, those with a college or university 49 

degree, and those concerned about their personal and family health were more likely to have the 50 

intention to vaccinate. Interpersonal factors associated included having a larger network size (social 51 

network structure) and a larger proportion of informational and emotional supporters (social 52 

network function). Living outside of urban areas, a societal factor was also associated with the 53 

intention to vaccinate. 54 

 55 

Conclusion:  56 

In this study, we determined key characteristics of COVID-19 vaccination intention. Health 57 

promotion and vaccination communication strategies should focus not only on individual factors but 58 

also incorporate the social environment. Our findings highlight the importance of organizing social 59 

networks to mobilize social support for pandemic preparedness.  60 

 61 

Keywords 62 

Social networks; social relationships; social support; vaccination intention; COVID-19; pandemic 63 

preparedness; public health; health promotion.  64 
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INTRODUCTION 65 

Infection prevention measures, such as washing hands frequently, wearing facemasks, or social 66 

distancing, as applied during the COVID-19 pandemic, are crucial to containing the spread of the 67 

virus.[1] Immunization is another effective public health strategy. Vaccines prevent and control 68 

infectious disease outbreaks [[2–4]. After sequencing the SARS-CoV-2 genome, rapid vaccine 69 

development started in early 2020, leading to approved vaccines by the end of the year.[5] However, 70 

vaccine effectiveness depends on uptake and individuals' willingness to be vaccinated. This behavior 71 

is influenced by individual and social environmental factors, including interpersonal, community, and 72 

societal factors, as outlined in the socio-ecological framework. [6–9]. Key individual factors affecting 73 

COVID-19 vaccination behavior include gender, age, concerns about long-term effects, and risk 74 

perception defined by perceived susceptibility and perceived severity of disease [10,11]. 75 

 76 

 The social environment includes communities and social networks, our social relationships. Social 77 

network members may influence each other’s vaccination intentions and behaviors. A study in the 78 

United States demonstrated that individuals with family members and friends who did not support 79 

COVID-19 vaccinations were also less likely to be vaccinated against COVID-19.[12] Moreover, 80 

people who had no intention to vaccinate against COVID-19 were also less likely to be surrounded 81 

by network members who were performing or supporting preventive measures.[13] Social support 82 

from network members is important in stimulating vaccination intention and uptake. Perceived 83 

social support from others is associated with a higher intention to vaccinate against COVID-19.[14] 84 

Previous studies have shown that social support was also positively associated with the uptake of 85 

other vaccinations such as influenza or pneumococcal vaccines [15,16]. 86 

 87 

 Most studies examining factors associated with COVID-19 vaccination intention have 88 

focused on either individual factors or (social) environmental factors such as social support or trust 89 

in governmental institutions [13,17–21]. However, social environmental factors, including social 90 

networks, encompass more than merely social support. Social networks can be described based on 91 

their structure, function, and quality [17–19]. Structural social network characteristics include 92 

network size, i.e., the number of social relationships, and network diversity, which pertains to the 93 

variety of relationships (e.g., family, friends, neighbors, and colleagues). Network density indicates 94 

the interconnectedness between different types of relationships. Other structural aspects involve 95 

homogeneity of the network members in terms of age and gender, geographical proximity, and 96 

mode or frequency of contact. Functional social network characteristics encompass various forms 97 

of social support, including informational (advice), emotional (discussing important topics), or 98 

practical (help with jobs in or around the house) support.[17,19] Additionally, social strain, i.e., 99 

relationships perceived as burdensome, demanding, or involving criticism, along with the varying 100 

strengths of relationships (from strong to strained) can serve as proxies for assessing the quality of 101 

social networks.[19,20] 102 

 103 

 To the best of our knowledge, there is limited insight into the associations between COVID-19 104 

vaccination intention and social environment factors including social network structure, function, 105 

and quality. In this study, we aimed to assess which social environmental (interpersonal, community, 106 

and societal) factors are associated with COVID-19 vaccination intention in independently living 107 

adults aged 40 years and older, in combination with individual factors. Gaining insight into the 108 

factors associated with vaccination intention helps better prepare for and respond to pandemics. It 109 
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also highlights the importance of including the social environment in infection prevention strategies 110 

for pandemic preparedness.  111 

 112 

113 
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METHODS 114 

 115 

Study design and population 116 

The research proposal of the current study was pre-registered [21] and relevant supportive materials 117 

are open access available. This cross-sectional study used data from the Dutch SaNAE cohort 118 

(www.sanae-study.nl) and was reported according to the STROBE guidelines.[22] The SaNAE cohort 119 

includes community-dwelling adults aged 40 years and older living in Limburg, the Netherlands. 120 

Between August and November 2020, 5,001 people were invited to complete an online 121 

questionnaire, 3,505 (67%) of whom completed the questionnaire. Respondents were slightly older 122 

(mean difference 2.2 years, p<.001), and more likely to have obtained a college or university degree 123 

(2 = 25,117; df=2; p<.001), but did not differ from non-responders in gender (2 =0,726; df=1; p=.394) 124 

or network size (mean difference -0.4, p=.112). In total, complete data were available for 3,396 125 

participants.  126 

 127 

Measurements 128 

COVID-19 vaccination intention 129 

During data collection between August and November 2020, COVID-19 vaccines were not yet 130 

available, as they were still being developed, and approval from the European Medicines Agency 131 

(EMA) was pending.[23] Hence, intention was measured by asking participants if they were planning 132 

on getting the COVID-19 vaccine if it became available. Answer categories were yes, I don’t know 133 

(yet), and no. 134 

 135 

Individual factors  136 

Individual factors included were sociodemographic characteristics, health, and health concerns 137 

(Figure 1).  138 

 139 

 140 
Figure 1. Overview of determinants of COVID-19 vaccination intention in the socio-ecological 141 

framework 142 

 143 
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Sociodemographic characteristics 144 

Sociodemographic variables included gender (men/women/other) and age. Educational attainment 145 

was categorized into three levels: less than vocational education (no education, primary education 146 

(not completed), and lower vocational education), vocational education (intermediate vocational and 147 

higher secondary education), and college or university degree (higher professional and university 148 

education).[24] 149 

 150 

Health  151 

Health was determined by participants reporting any chronic conditions such as cardiovascular 152 

diseases, type 2 diabetes mellitus, or asthma/COPD. Body Mass Index (BMI) was calculated by 153 

dividing weight by height squared. Suspected SARS-CoV-2 infection was assessed by asking if they 154 

(think they) had been infected with the coronavirus. Answer categories were yes, maybe, and no. 155 

 156 

Health concerns 157 

Several health concerns during the COVID-19 pandemic were assessed. Concerns about one’s 158 

personal or family’s health were assessed on a five-point Likert scale with answer categories being 159 

very unconcerned, unconcerned, neither concerned nor unconcerned, concerned, or very concerned. 160 

Knowledge of how to protect oneself from the coronavirus was assessed using a five-point Likert 161 

scale with answer categories totally agree, agree, neutral, disagree, and totally disagree. 162 

 163 

Interpersonal factors 164 

Social networks were measured using a name-generator questionnaire.[25–27] A more detailed 165 

description of the name generator questionnaire with name interpreter items is available elsewhere. 166 

[28–30] Participants were asked to provide the names of up to fifteen family members, ten friends, 167 

ten acquaintances, five other persons, and five healthcare professionals (HCP) who are important to 168 

them or provide social support, up to a maximum of 45 network members. Social network size was 169 

then calculated by tallying all listed network members. Social network size was further categorized 170 

based on quartiles and used as an indicator for social isolation (category 0-4 network members). 171 

Additional information about the network members was collected using name interpreter items 172 

which were then used to describe social network structure, function, and quality, as described below 173 

(see also Supplementary Table 1). 174 

 175 

Social network structure 176 

Partner status was determined by a yes/no question. Relationship types were evaluated by 177 

calculating the proportion of each type (family, friends, acquaintances, others, HCP) in the total 178 

network. Network diversity was categorized based on the presence of combinations of different 179 

relationship types. Network density was measured by how well friends and family know each other, 180 

rated on a five-point scale. The homogeneity of social networks was assessed by the proportion of 181 

members of the same gender and age. Contact with children younger than five years of age was 182 

categorized by frequency (yes, daily or weekly; yes, monthly or less often; no), and living situation 183 

was determined by a single question, identifying those living alone. Geographical proximity was 184 

calculated by the proportion of network members living in the same house, within walking distance, 185 

less than thirty minutes away by car, more than thirty minutes away by car, or further away 186 

(Supplementary Table 1).[25–27]  187 

 188 
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Social network function  189 

The proportion of network members who provided informational support was calculated by dividing 190 

the total number of network members providing informational support by the total network size. 191 

The proportion of network members who provide emotional support was calculated by dividing the 192 

total number of network members providing emotional support by the total network size. Lastly, 193 

the proportion of network members who provide practical support was calculated similarly.[25–27]  194 

 195 

Social network quality 196 

The proportion of network members with whom there is social strain was calculated by dividing the 197 

sum of the number of network members who are demanding, straining, or criticizing by the total 198 

network size. The proportion of network members with whom the relationship is good was 199 

calculated by dividing the number of network members with whom the relationship is good by the 200 

total network size. [25–27] 201 

 202 

Community factors  203 

Labor participation  204 
Labor participation was assessed by asking participants if they were employed, (e.g., contract 205 

workers, freelancers), unemployed (due to incapacity, students or homemakers), or retired.  206 

 207 

Social participation  208 

Participation in social activities was evaluated by asking participants to report club memberships. 209 

This included sports clubs (e.g., sports or walking clubs), cultural organizations (music, dance, theater, 210 

carnival organizations), volunteer work, and other memberships.  211 

 212 

Societal factors  213 

Degree of urbanization 214 

The 4-digit postal codes were converted into the degree of urbanization based on address density: 215 

rural areas (<500 addresses per km2), hardly urbanized areas (500 to 1000 addresses per km2), 216 

moderately urbanized areas (1000-1500 addresses per km2), strongly or extremely urbanized areas 217 

(>1500 addresses per km2).[31,32] 218 

 219 

Statistical analyses 220 

Descriptive analyses were performed to describe the study population. Univariable logistic 221 

regression analyses were conducted with dummy variables of COVID-19 vaccination intention as the 222 

outcome variables (yes versus no, yes versus unsure, and unsure versus no), and all individual, 223 

interpersonal, community, and societal separately as independent categorical variables (except for 224 

age, BMI, network size, and proportions concerning network members, which were included as 225 

continuous variables). Correlations between variables were assessed and no multicollinearity was 226 

observed (all correlations < 0.7, VIF<10, and tolerance >0.1). All factors were then added stepwise 227 

per level in a multivariable logistic regression model using forward selection. Individual determinants 228 

were added in the first block, as these individual factors are most proximal to intention. Then, 229 

interpersonal, community, and societal factors were included to assess associations on all different 230 

levels. A p-value <.05 indicated statistical significance and all analyses were performed using IBM 231 

SPSS Statistics (version 27.0).  232 
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RESULTS 233 

Study population  234 

Among the participants, 55% were men and the mean age was 67 years. 59% of the participants 235 

reported intention to vaccinate against COVID-19, 35% were unsure, and 6% had no intention to 236 

vaccinate against COVID-19 (Table 1).  237 

 238 

Table 1. Characteristics of the SaNAE study population in 2020 (n=3,396) 239 
 COVID-19 vaccination intention  

 Yes Unsure No  

 59% (2001/3396) 35% (1175/3396) 6% (220/3396)  

Individual factors     

Background characteristics     

Gender    p<.001 

Men 63 (1259/2001) 46 (536/1175) 36 (79/220)  

Women 37 (742/2001) 54 (639/1175) 64 (141/220)  

Age 67.3 (9.4) 62.6 (9.6) 59.6 (9.1) p<.001 

Educational attainment    p<.001 

Less than vocational training 26 (529/2001) 28 (323/1175) 29 (63/220)  

Vocational training 25 (504/2001) 35 (412/1175) 42 (93/220)  

College or university degree 48 (968/2001) 37 (440/1175) 29 (64/220)  

Health  

Chronic conditions a 32 (643/2001) 25 (290/1175) 25 (54/220) p<.001 

BMI 26.6 (4.4) 27.0 (4.9) 26.9 (4.5) p=.101 

(suspected) COVID-19 infection    p=.002 

Yes/maybe 18 (359/2001) 22 (263/1175) 25 (54/220)  

No 82 (1642/2001) 78 (166/1175) 75 (166/220)  

Health concerns 
Concerns about personal health p<.001 

(very) Concerned 26 (515/2001) 18 (210/1175) 11 (25/220)  

Neutral 36 (713/2001) 40 (465/1175) 30 (66/220)  

(very) Concerned 39 (773/2001) 43 (500/1175) 59 (129/220)  

Concerns about family health    p<.001 

(very) Concerned 41 (804/2001) 35 (402/1175) 27 (60/220)  

Neutral 36 (712/2001) 39 (457/1175) 32 (70/220)  

(very) Unconcerned 24 (485/2001) 27 (316/1175) 41 (90/220)  

Knowledge of how to protect oneself from the COVID-
19 virus    

p<.001 

(totally) Agree 87 (1731/2001) 77 (909/1175) 76 (167/220)  

Neutral 11 (223/2001) 20 (238/1175) 21 (47/220)  

(totally) Disagree 2 (47/2001) 3 (28/1175) 3 (6/220)  

Interpersonal factors 

Social network structure 

Network size (including health care professionals) 10.3 (7.3) 10.5 (7.3) 9.7 (7.0) p=.339 

0-4 network members 25 (507/2001) 25 (290/1175) 26 (58/220) p=.387 

5-8 network members 26 (514/2001) 24 (276/1175) 29 (64/220)  

9-12 network members 20 (402/2001) 22 (253/1175) 16 (36/220)  

29 (578/2001) 30 (356/1175) 28 (62/220)  
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Partner    p=.079 

Yes 80 (1604/2001) 78 (921/1175) 74 (163/220)  

No 20 (397/2001) 22 (254/1175) 26 (57/220)  

Type of relationships (proportion of network members:)     

Family members 51.1 (24.9) 51.2 (25.1) 51.9 (27.0) p=.907 

Friends 24.0 (18.2) 24.9 (18.3) 26.2 (21.3) p=.167 

Acquaintances 16.0 (15.5) 16.1 (15.3)  14.4 (14.6) p=.294 

Extra members 4.8 (11.5) 4.6 (10.4) 4.7 (10.5)  p=.853  

Health care professionals 4.2 (9.4) 3.3 (8.5) 2.9 (7.9) p=.011 

Network diversity     p=.248 

No family, but friends, acquaintances, others, or HCP 2 (38/2001) 2 (19/1175) 3 (6/220)  

Only family, no friends/acquaintances/others/HCP 12 (241/2001) 13 (147/1175) 15 (33/220)  

Family and friends, no acquaintances/others/HCP 14 (270/2001) 15 (178/1175) 16 (35/220)  

Family and friends and acquaintances/others/HCP 62 (1230/2001) 62 (730/1175) 58 (127/220)  

Family and acquaintances/others/HCP, no friends  11 (222/2001) 9 (101/1175) 9 (19/220)  

Network density (my friends know my family)    p=.851 

Yes  75 (1507/2001) 75 (880/1175) 74 (162/220)  

No 25 (494/2001) 25 (295/1175) 26 (58/220)  

Proportion of network members of the same gender 52.1 (22.6) 55.8 (23.9) 55.2 (22.7) p<.001 

Proportion of network members of the same age 39.4 (23.9) 39.9 (23.8) 38.4 (24.1) p=.674 

Contact with children <5 years of age     p=.002 

Yes, daily or weekly 20 (405/2001) 22 (261/1175) 27 (59/220)  

Yes, monthly or less often 20 (392/2001) 24 (279/1175) 18 (40/220)  

No 60 (1204/2001) 54 (635/1175) 55 (121/220)  

Living alone 21 (413/2001) 21 (241/1175) 25 (56/220) p=.229 

Geographical proximity (proportion of network members 

who live:)     

In the same house  15.8 (20.7) 16.3 (21.2) 18.6 (24.1) p=.173 

Within walking distance  29.0 (25.5) 27.5 (24.4) 28.1 (26.1) p=.267 

Less than 30 minutes away  35.7 (27.0) 38.4 (26.4) 38.7 (28.5) p=.014 

More than 30 minutes away 10.2 (16.3) 9.8 (15.9) 8.3 (14.1) p=.234 

Further away 9.1 (16.1) 7.8 (14.8) 6.0 (14.6) p=.005 

Social network function     

Proportion of network members who provide 

informational support  49.3 (33.4) 50.6 (33.5) 46.9 (34.2) p=.279 

Proportion of network members who provide emotional 
support 63.4 (31.2) 61.4 (31.4) 62.8 (31.6) p=.195 

Proportion of network members who provide practical 

support  22.3 (24.9) 21.5 (23.9) 21.5 (23.0) p=.669 

Social network quality 

Proportion of network members with whom the 

relationship is demanding, straining, or criticizing (social 
strain) 9.9 (18.5) 11.3 (19.5) 9.8 (15.7) p=.102 

Proportion of network members with whom there is a 

good relationship: 94.9 (23.0) 93.2 (17.6) 92.7 (14.0) p=.038 

Community factors 

Labor participation     

Employed 26 (515/2001) 42 (498/1175) 53 (117/220) p<.001 

Retired 52 (1034/2001) 34 (398/1175) 21 (47/220)  
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Unemployed 23 (452/2001) 24 (279/1175) 26 (56/220)  

Social participation (club membership)     

Sports club membership  33 (625/2001) 31 (369/1175) 28 (61/220) p=.313 

Music organization membership 15 (306/2001) 12 (139/1175) 12 (27/220) p=.019 

Volunteer work  16 (323/2001) 13 (154/1175) 10 (22/220) p=.008 

Other (religious groups, talking groups, etc.) 25 (509/2001) 22 (259/1175) 21 (45/220) p=.044 

Societal factors 

Degree of urbanization    p<.001 

Rural areas 28 (554/2001) 28 (334/1175) 19 (42/220)  

Hardly urbanized areas 25 (493/2001) 23 (270/1175) 21 (47/220)  

Moderately urbanized areas 19 (372/2001) 17 (204/1175) 26 (57/220)  

(Extremely) strongly urbanized areas 29 (582/2001) 31 (367/1175) 34 (74/220)  
Numbers are presented in % (n/N) or mean (sd) 240 
a chronic conditions include self-reported cardiovascular diseases, type 2 diabetes mellitus, asthma, and COPD.  241 
# p<.100, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 242 
 243 

Among participants with the intention to vaccinate against COVID-19, 26% were concerned about 244 

personal health, 41% were concerned about family health, and 87% indicated knowing what to do 245 

to protect themselves. Among participants who were unsure or had no intention to get vaccinated, 246 

77% and 76% respectively, indicated knowing what to do to protect themselves. 247 

 248 

Overall social network characteristics 249 

On average, participants, regardless of intention to vaccinate, had ten network members. Of these, 250 

slightly more than half were family members, a quarter were friends, and the remainder were 251 

acquaintances, neighbors, colleagues, informal healthcare professionals, or others (Table 1). 252 

Participants reported receiving informational support (information or advice) from half of their 253 

network members and emotional support (discussing important topics or health status) from just 254 

over 60% of their network members.  255 

 256 

Determinants of COVID-19 vaccination intention 257 

COVID-19 vaccination intention: yes versus no 258 

Individual factors associated with COVID-19 vaccination intention versus no intention were gender 259 

(men), older age, having obtained a college or university degree, having chronic conditions, having 260 

no previous (suspected) COVID-19 infection, having concerns about one’s personal and family 261 

health, and knowledge of how to protect oneself from the virus (Table 2). Interpersonal factors 262 

associated with COVID-19 vaccination intention were having a partner and having a larger 263 

proportion of network members who live far away. Community factors associated with COVID-19 264 

intention were being unemployed or retired (versus employed) and doing volunteer work. Living in 265 

rural areas was a societal factor associated with COVID-19 intention (Table 2).  266 

 267 

Table 2. Univariable logistic regression analyses of individual, interpersonal, community, and societal 268 

factors and COVID-19 vaccination intention 269 
 COVID-19 vaccination intention 

 Yes versus no Yes versus unsure Unsure versus no 

 OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) 

Individual factors    
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Background characteristics    

Gender    

Men 3.03 (2.27-4.05)*** 2.02 (1.75-2.34)*** 1.50 (1.11-2.02)** 

Women Ref Ref Ref 

Age 1.08 (1.07-1.10)*** 1.05 (1.04-1.06)*** 1.03 (1.02-1.05)*** 

Educational attainment    

Less than vocational training Ref Ref Ref 

Vocational training 0.65 (0.46-0.91)* 0.75 (0.62-0.90)** 0.86 (0.61-1.23) 

College or university degree 1.80 (1.25-2.59)** 1.34 (1.12-1.61)** 1.34 (0.92-1.95) 

Health 

Chronic conditions a 1.46 (1.06-2.01)* 1.45 (1.23-1.70)*** 1.01 (0.72-1.41) 

BMI 0.99 (0.96-1.02) 0.98 (0.97-1.00)* 1.00 (0.97-1.04) 

(suspected) COVID-19 infection    

Yes/maybe Ref Ref Ref 

No 1.49 (1.07-2.07)* 1.32 (1.10-1.58)** 1.13 (0.81-1.58) 

Health concerns 

Concerns about personal health 

(very) Concerned 3.44 (2.21-5.35)*** 1.59 (1.30-1.93)*** 2.17 (1.37-3.43)*** 

Neutral 1.80 (1.32-2.47)*** 0.99 (0.84-1.17) 1.82 (1.32-2.51)*** 

(very) Unconcerned Ref Ref Ref 

Concerns about family health 

(very) Concerned 2.49 (1.76-3.51)*** 1.30 (1.08-1.57)** 1.91 (1.33-2.73)*** 

Neutral 1.89 (1.35-2.63)*** 1.02 (0.84-1.22) 1.86 (1.32-2.62)*** 

(very) Unconcerned Ref Ref Ref 

Knowledge of how to protect oneself from the COVID-
19 virus    

(totally) Agree 2.19 (1.54-3.11)*** 2.03 (1.67-2.48)*** 1.08 (0.76-1.53) 

Neutral Ref Ref Ref 

(totally) Disagree 1.65 (0.67-4.09) 1.79 (1.08-2.96)* 0.92 (0.36-2.35) 

Interpersonal factors b 

Social network structure 

Network size (including health care professionals) 1.01 (0.99-1.03) 1.00 (0.99-1.01) 1.02 (1.00-1.04) 

Partner    

Yes 1.41 (1.03-1.95)* 1.11 (0.93-1.33) 1.27 (0.91-1.77) 

No Ref Ref Ref 

Type of relationships (proportion of network members:)    

Family members 1.00 (0.56-1.79) 0.95 (0.69-1.29) 1.07 (0.58-1.96) 

Friends 0.50 (0.24-1.02)# 0.79 (0.53-1.19) 0.63 (0.30-1.33) 

Acquaintances 1.75 (0.66-4.67) 0.97 (0.59-1.58) 1.80 (0.64-5.10) 

Extra members 1.02 (0.30-3.42) 1.24 (0.64-2.40) 0.77 (0.20-2.97) 

Health care professionals 5.84 (0.96-35.47)# 2.98 (1.29-6.87)* 1.86 (0.31-11.19) 

Network diversity     

No family, but friends, acquaintances, others, or HCP 0.87 (0.34-2.21) 1.22 (0.68-2.20) 0.71 (0.26-1.92) 

Only family, no friends/acquaintances/others/HCP Ref Ref Ref 

Family and friends, no acquaintances/others/HCP 1.06 (0.64-1.75) 0.93 (0.70-1.22) 1.14 (0.68-1.93)  

Family and friends and acquaintances/others/HCP 1.33 (0.88-1.99) 1.03 (0.82-1.29) 1.29 (0.85-1.97) 

Family and acquaintances/others/HCP, no friends  1.60 (0.88-2.90) 1.34 (0.98-1.83) # 1.19 (0.64-2.22) 

Network density (my friends know my family)    

Yes  1.09 (0.80-1.50) 1.02 (0.87-1.21) 1.07 (0.77-1.48) 
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No Ref Ref Ref 

Proportion of network members with different gender 1.88 (0.99-3.57)# 2.02 (1.47-2.77)*** 0.90 (0.49-1.66) 

Proportion of network members of the same age 1.19 (0.67-2.12) 0.92 (0.68-1.25) 1.27 (0.70-2.30) 

Contact with children <5 years of age     

Yes, daily or weekly Ref Ref Ref 

Yes, monthly or less often 1.43 (0.93-2.18) 0.91 (0.73-1.13) 1.19 (0.84-1.67) 

No 1.45 (1.04-2.02)* 1.22 (1.02-1.47)* 1.58 (1.02-2.44)* 

Living alone 0.76 (0.55-1.05)# 1.01 (0.84-1.21) 0.76 (0.54-1.06) 

Geographical proximity (proportion of network members 
who live:)    

In the same house  0.61 (0.31-1.19) 0.83 (0.57-1.20) 0.74 (0.37-1.46) 

Within walking distance  1.11 (0.64-1.92) 1.28 (0.96-1.72)# 0.88 (0.49-1.56) 

Less than 30 minutes away  0.65 (0.39-1.07) 0.69 (0.53-0.91)** 0.89 (0.52-1.53) 

More than 30 minutes away 2.10 (0.81-5.48) 1.18 (0.75-1.86) 1.81 (0.67-4.87) 

Further away 3.86 (1.33-11.21)* 1.74 (1.09-2.79)* 2.18 (0.75-6.40) 

Social network function    

Proportion of network members who provide 

informational support  1.28 (0.84-1.94) 0.89 (0.72-1.10) 1.42 (0.93-2.18) 

Proportion of network members who provide emotional 
support 1.09 (0.70-1.70) 1.23 (0.98-1.55) # 0.89 (0.56-1.40) 

Proportion of network members who provide practical 

support  1.24 (0.69-2.22) 1.12 (0.82-1.51) 1.12 (0.61-2.09) 

Social network quality    

Proportion of network members with whom the 

relationship is demanding, straining, or criticizing (social 
strain) 0.98 (0.45-2.10) 1.47 (1.01-2.14)* 0.64 (0.28-1.45) 

Proportion of network members with whom there is a 

good relationship: 2.25 (0.95-5.33)# 1.76 (1.11-2.78)* 1.14 (0.50-2.62) 

Community factors 

Labor participation    

Employed Ref Ref Ref 

Retired 5.00 (3.51-7.13)*** 2.51 (2.12-2.98)*** 1.99 (1.38-2.86)*** 

Unemployed 1.83 (1.30-2.58)*** 1.57 (1.29-1.90)*** 1.17 (0.82-1.66) 

Social participation (club membership)       

Sports club membership  1.26 (0.92-1.72) 1.06 (0.90-1.23) 1.19 (0.87-1.64) 

Music organization membership 1.29 (0.85-1.97) 1.35 (1.09-1.67)** 0.96 (0.62-1.49) 

Volunteer work  1.73 (1.10-2.73)* 1.28 (1.04-1.57)* 1.36 (0.85-2.18) 

Other (religious groups, talking groups, etc.) 1.33 (0.94-1.87) 1.21 (1.02-1.43)* 1.10 (0.77-1.57) 

Societal factors 

Degree of urbanization    

Rural areas 1.68 (1.13-2.49)* 1.05 (0.87-1.26) 1.60 (1.07-2.41)* 

Hardly urbanized areas 1.33 (0.91-1.96) 1.15 (0.95-1.40) 1.16 (0.78-1.72) 

Moderately urbanized areas 0.83 (0.57-1.20) 1.15 (0.93-1.43) 0.72 (0.49-1.06)# 

(Extremely) strongly urbanized areas Ref Ref Ref 
a chronic conditions include self-reported cardiovascular diseases, type 2 diabetes mellitus, asthma, and COPD.  270 
b all proportion variables are adjusted for network size 271 
OR (95% CI) = Odds Ratio (95% Confidence Interval) 272 
# p<.100, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 273 

 274 
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COVID-19 vaccination intention: yes versus unsure 275 

Individual factors associated with COVID-19 vaccination intention versus being unsure were gender 276 

(men), older age, having obtained a college or university degree, having chronic conditions, having 277 

no previous (suspected) COVID-19 infection, being concerned about personal and family health and 278 

knowledge of how to protect oneself from the virus (Table 2). A higher BMI was inversely associated 279 

with COVID-19 vaccination intention. Interpersonal factors associated were having a larger 280 

proportion of network members who were healthcare professionals, a larger proportion of network 281 

members of a different gender, no contact with children younger than five years of age, a larger 282 

proportion of network members living further away, a larger proportion of network members with 283 

whom there is no social strain, and a larger proportion with whom the relationship is good. 284 

Community factors associated with COVID-19 intention were being retired or unemployed (versus 285 

employment), having a music organization membership, doing volunteer work, or having other club 286 

memberships.  287 

 288 

COVID-19 vaccination intention: unsure vs no  289 

Individual factors associated with being unsure about getting a COVID-19 vaccination versus no 290 

intention were gender (men), older age, and having concerns about one’s personal and family health 291 

(Table 2). Not having contact with children younger than five years of age was an interpersonal 292 

factor associated with being unsure about getting a vaccination. A community factor associated 293 

with being unsure was being retired (versus employed). Living in rural areas was a societal factor 294 

associated with being unsure about getting a COVID-19 vaccination.  295 

 296 

Multivariable logistic regression models COVID-19 vaccination intention 297 

After including all variables in the multivariable models, the individual factors gender, age, and 298 

concerns about family health remained significantly associated with COVID-19 vaccination intention 299 

compared to no intention (Table 3), intention compared to being unsure (Table 4), and being unsure 300 

compared to no intention (Table 5). Additionally, educational attainment, concerns about personal 301 

health, and knowledge of how to protect oneself from the virus remained associated with both 302 

intention versus no intention and intention versus being unsure. Interpersonal factors such as 303 

network size and proportion of informational supporters were associated with intention versus no 304 

intention, whereas the proportion of emotional supporters was associated with intention versus 305 

being unsure. Furthermore, club membership in a music organization, a community factor, was 306 

associated with intention versus being unsure. Lastly, at the societal level, living in rural areas was 307 

associated with intention or being unsure versus no intention.  308 

 309 
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Table 3. Multivariable logistic regression analyses of individual, interpersonal, community, and societal factors and COVID-19 intention (yes versus no) 310 
 Model A: COVID-19 vaccination intention – yes versus no (n=2,221) 
 Block I Block II Block III Block IV 
 OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) 
Individual factors 
Background characteristics 
Gender      

Men 2.36 (1.72-3.22)*** 2.53 (1.83-3.50)*** 2.53 (1.83-3.50)*** 2.52 (1.82-3.49)*** 
Women  Ref Ref Ref Ref 

Age in years 1.08 (1.06-1.10)*** 1.09 (1.07-1.11)*** 1.09 (1.07-1.11)*** 1.09 (1.07-1.11)*** 
Educational attainment      

Less than vocational training Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Vocational training 0.96 (0.65-1.40) 0.92 (0.63-1.36) 0.92 (0.63-1.36) 0.95 (0.64-1.39) 
College or university degree 2.38 (1.60-3.55)*** 2.20 (1.46-3.31)*** 2.20 (1.46-3.31)*** 2.25 (1.49-3.39)*** 

Health concerns 
Concerns about own health      

(very) concerned  2.64 (1.52-4.57)*** 2.81 (1.61-4.88)*** 2.81 (1.61-4.88)*** 2.78 (1.60-4.84)*** 
neutral  1.52 (0.99-2.34)# 1.59 (1.03-2.45)* 1.59 (1.03-2.45)* 1.54 (1.00-2.39)# 
(very) unconcerned  Ref Ref Ref Ref 

Concerns about family's health      
(very) concerned  2.02 (1.27-3.23)** 1.96 (1.22-3.13)** 1.96 (1.22-3.13)** 1.95 (1.22-3.12)** 
neutral  1.60 (1.02-2.50)* 1.55 (0.98-2.43) # 1.55 (0.98-2.43)# 1.55 (0.98-2.44) # 
(very) unconcerned  Ref Ref Ref Ref 

Knowledge of how to protect oneself from the 
COVID-19 virus     

(totally) agree 2.88 (1.94-4.28)*** 2.86 (1.92-4.27)*** 2.86 (1.92-4.27)*** 2.92 (1.95-4.38)*** 
neutral  Ref Ref Ref Ref 
(totally) disagree 2.01 (0.72-5.63) 1.93 (0.69-5.41) 1.93 (0.69-5.41) 1.95 (0.69-5.53) 

Interpersonal factors 
Social network structure 
Number of network members   1.03 (1.01-1.06)* 1.03 (1.01-1.06)* 1.03 (1.00-1.05)* 
Partner  1.50 (1.05-2.14)* 1.50 (1.05-2.14)* 1.36 (0.95-1.96)# 
Social network function 
Proportion of informational supporters  1.78 (1.12-2.83)* 1.78 (1.12-2.83)* 1.81 (1.13-2.89)* 
Community factors 
No factors included      
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Societal factors 
Degree of urbanization     

Rural areas    1.93 (1.25-2.99)** 
Hardly urbanized areas    1.52 (1.00-2.33)# 
Moderately urbanized areas    0.97 (0.64-1.46) 
(extremely) strongly urbanized areas    Ref 

Block I: individual factors, Block II: individual + interpersonal factors, Block III: individual + interpersonal + community factors, Block IV: individual + interpersonal + community + societal factors 311 
OR (95% CI) = Odds Ratio (95% Confidence Interval) 312 
# p<.100, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001   313 
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Table 4. Multivariable logistic regression analyses of individual, interpersonal, community, and societal factors and COVID-19 intention (yes versus unsure) 314 
 Model B: COVID-19 vaccination intention – yes versus unsure (n=3,176) 
 Block I Block II Block III Block IV 
 OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) 
Individual factors 
Background characteristics 
Gender      

Men 1.75 (1.50-2.05)*** 1.80 (1.53-2.11)*** 1.79 (1.52-2.10)*** 1.79 (1.52-2.10)*** 
Female  Ref Ref Ref Ref 

Age in years 1.05 (1.04-1.06)*** 1.05 (1.04-1.06)*** 1.05 (1.04-1.06)*** 1.05 (1.04-1.06)*** 
Educational attainment      

Less than vocational training Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Vocational training 0.94 (0.77-1.16) 0.93 (0.75-1.14) 0.92 ( 0.75-1.14) 0.92 ( 0.75-1.14) 
College or university degree 1.55 (1.28-1.88)*** 1.51 (1.24-1.84)*** 1.50 (1.23-1.83)*** 1.50 (1.23-1.83)*** 

Health concerns 
Concerns about own health      

(very) concerned  1.42 (1.10-1.83)** 1.41 (1.09-1.82)** 1.41 (1.09-1.82)** 1.41 (1.09-1.82)** 
neutral  0.99 (0.79-1.23) 0.99 (0.79-1.23) 0.98 (0.79-1.22) 0.98 (0.79-1.22) 
(very) unconcerned  Ref Ref Ref Ref 

Concerns about family's health      
(very) concerned  1.43 (1.11-1.84)** 1.42 (1.11-1.83)* 1.42 (1.11-1.83)** 1.42 (1.11-1.83)** 
neutral  1.13 (0.89-1.45) 1.13 (0.89-1.44) 1.13 (0.89-1.45) 1.13 (0.89-1.45) 
(very) unconcerned  Ref Ref Ref) Ref) 

Knowledge of how to protect oneself from the 
COVID-19 virus     

(totally) agree 2.40 (1.93-2.97)*** 2.36 (1.90-2.92)*** 2.37 (1.91-2.94)*** 2.37 (1.91-2.94)*** 
neutral  Ref Ref Ref Ref 
(totally) disagree 1.73 (1.02-2.94)* 1.66 (0.99-2.87)# 1.72 (1.01-2.93)* 1.72 (1.01-2.93)* 

Interpersonal factors 
Social network structure 
Number of network members   1.01 (1.00-1.02) 1.01 (1.00-1.02) 1.01 (1.00-1.02) 
Contact children <5 years of age     

No  1.10 (0.91-1.34) 1.11 (0.91-1.35) 1.11 (0.91-1.35) 
Yes, daily or weekly   Ref Ref Ref 
Yes, monthly or less often   0.85 (0.67-1.07) 0.86 (0.68-1.08) 0.86 (0.68-1.08) 

Social network function 
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Proportion of emotional supporters  1.31 (1.02-1.67)* 1.31 (1.03-1.68)* 1.31 (1.03-1.68)* 
Community factors 
Social participation     

Club membership music organization   1.27 (1.01-1.60)* 1.27 (1.01-1.60)* 
Societal factors 
No factors included     

Block I: individual factors, Block II: individual + interpersonal factors, Block III: individual + interpersonal + community factors, Block IV: individual + interpersonal + community + societal factors 315 
OR (95% CI) = Odds Ratio (95% Confidence Interval) 316 
# p<.100, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001   317 
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Table 5. Multivariable logistic regression analyses of individual, interpersonal, community, and societal factors and COVID-19 intention (unsure vs no) 318 
 Model C: COVID-19 vaccination intention – unsure versus no (n=1,395) 
 Block I Block II Block III Block IV 
 OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) OR (95% CI) 
Individual factors 
Background characteristics 
Gender      

Men 1.42 (1.04-1.93)* 1.52 (1.10-2.08)* 1.52 (1.10-2.08)* 1.58 (1.15-2.18)** 
Women  Ref Ref Ref Ref 

Age in years 1.04 (1.02-1.05)*** 1.04 (1.02-1.05)*** 1.04 (1.02-1.05)*** 1.04 (1.02-1.05)*** 
Educational attainment      

Less than vocational training Ref Ref Ref Ref 
Vocational training 1.02 (0.71-1.48) 0.98 (0.68-1.42) 0.98 (0.68-1.42) 0.97 (0.67-1.41) 
College or university degree 1.65 (1.12-2.45)* 1.53 (1.02-2.28)* 1.53 (1.02-2.28)* 1.47 (0.98-2.20)# 

Health concerns 
Concerns about family's health      

(very) concerned  2.26 (1.56-3.27)*** 2.25 (1.55-3.25)*** 2.25 (1.55-3.25)*** 2.36 (1.62-3.43)*** 
neutral  1.97 (1.39-2.80)*** 1.99 (1.40-2.82)*** 1.99 (1.40-2.82)*** 1.96 (1.38-2.80)*** 
(very) unconcerned  Ref Ref Ref Ref 

Interpersonal factors 
Social network structure 
Number of network members   1.02 (1.00-1.04)# 1.02 (1.00-1.04)# 1.02 (1.00-1.04) 
Community factors 
No factors included     
Societal factors 
Degree of urbanization     

Rural areas    1.69 (1.11-2.57)* 
Hardly urbanized areas    1.17 (0.78-1.76) 
Moderately urbanized areas    0.73 (0.49-1.08) 
(extremely) strongly urbanized areas    Ref 

Block I: individual factors, Block II: individual + interpersonal factors, Block III: individual + interpersonal + community factors, Block IV: individual + interpersonal + community + societal factors 319 
OR (95% CI) = Odds Ratio (95% Confidence Interval) 320 
# p<.100, * p<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001 321 
 322 
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DISCUSSION 323 

In this study, we assessed associations between individual, interpersonal, community, and societal 324 

factors and COVID-19 vaccination intention among adults aged 40 years and older living 325 

independently in the Netherlands. Of all participants, 59% had the intention to get a COVID-19 326 

vaccination if it would become available, 35% were unsure, and 6% had no intention. 327 

 328 

 Individual factors associated with COVID-19 vaccination intention (yes versus no) included 329 

sociodemographic characteristics such as gender, age, and educational attainment. Men, older 330 

individuals, and those who had obtained a college or university degree were more likely to have the 331 

intention to get a COVID-19 vaccination. Gender and age were also associated with having intention 332 

versus being unsure and being unsure versus no intention. Additionally, educational attainment was 333 

associated with having the intention versus being unsure. These findings align with previous studies 334 

that identified sociodemographic characteristics as significant predictors of COVID-19 vaccination 335 

intention.[33–35] However, there are some inconsistencies regarding age. Some studies indicated 336 

that younger individuals were more likely to express willingness to receive a COVID-19 vaccination, 337 

which is in contrast to our findings. The majority of the studies reported higher willingness among 338 

older individuals.[36,37] The higher levels of intention observed among men and older individuals 339 

may be explained by their increased risk of contracting the coronavirus, experiencing more severe 340 

infections, and facing higher mortality rates.[38–40] 341 

 342 

 Moreover, concerns about personal and family health and knowledge of how to protect oneself 343 

from the coronavirus were associated with COVID-19 vaccination intention as opposed to being 344 

unsure. Previous studies have established that individuals worried about their health, those more 345 

vulnerable, and those at higher risk for COVID-19 infection were more willing to get vaccinated.[35] 346 

Additionally, concerns about family health, in terms of potential coronavirus infections, were also 347 

associated with being more willing to vaccinate against COVID-19.[41] These findings suggest that 348 

concerns about personal and family health contribute to higher vaccination intentions, highlighting 349 

the importance of achieving herd immunity to safeguard social network members [42] 350 

 351 

 In addition to individual factors, interpersonal, community, and societal factors such as social 352 

support, club memberships, and degree of urbanization, were also associated with COVID-19 353 

vaccination intention. Individuals who had a larger network size and a larger proportion of network 354 

members who provide informational support were more likely to have the intention to vaccinate 355 

against COVID-19 (versus no intention), and those who had a larger proportion of emotional 356 

supporters within the network were also more likely to have the intention to vaccinate against 357 

COVID-19 (versus being unsure). Previous studies have already established that higher perceived 358 

social support is associated with willingness to vaccinate and higher uptake of the COVID-19 359 

vaccination.[43,44] This might be explained by the theory of strong and weak ties by 360 

Granovetter[37], which postulated that weaker social ties (e.g., acquaintances or new network 361 

members) play an important role in the provision of information. However, in the current study, it 362 

remained unknown what kind of information was exchanged and whether this was related to 363 

vaccination intention. Higher levels of social support and increased social contact may also expose 364 

individuals to diverse views on COVID-19, helping them assess their own risk and need for the 365 

vaccine.[43] The social support roles of the network members emphasize the need to strengthen or 366 

All rights reserved. No reuse allowed without permission. 
(which was not certified by peer review) is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. 

The copyright holder for this preprintthis version posted July 8, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.08.24309958doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.08.24309958


expand social networks to have larger and more diverse networks in which different types of social 367 

support are provided, especially in times of a pandemic.  368 

 369 

Lastly, participants living in rural areas versus those living in urban areas were more likely to have the 370 

intention or be unsure of getting a COVID-19 vaccination (versus no intention). These results are 371 

inconsistent with previous studies assessing COVID-19 vaccination intention and urban-rural 372 

differences. Several studies have reported that people living in rural areas are less willing to vaccinate 373 

or have lower actual vaccination rates.[46,47] An explanation for these contradicting results might 374 

be related to the network composition for middle-aged and older adults in the Southern part of the 375 

Netherlands. Individuals living in rural areas tended to have larger and more diverse social networks 376 

with more social supporters compared to those living in urban areas.[29] We suggest future research 377 

take a neighborhood-specific approach.  378 

 379 

Implications 380 

The various factors identified in this study present opportunities for health promotion. These key 381 

characteristics associated with vaccination intention can be incorporated into a practical toolkit to 382 

inform researchers, healthcare professionals, and policymakers to identify sociodemographic groups 383 

with potentially low vaccination intentions, allowing for a focused approach. One example might be 384 

a neighborhood-specific approach to promote health behaviors such as vaccination. For instance, 385 

mobile vaccination buses were introduced during the COVID-19 pandemic to increase vaccine 386 

uptake in neighborhoods with low vaccination rates.[48] Additionally, offering vaccinations at more 387 

accessible locations within communities, such as pharmacies, could contribute to increasing 388 

vaccination intention and uptake.[49,50] 389 

 390 

In addition to individual factors, interpersonal factors such as social network size, and informational, 391 

and emotional social support were evident, emphasizing the need to strengthen and expand social 392 

networks and mobilize social support roles within the network. Strengthening and expanding social 393 

networks is particularly relevant for pandemic preparedness, as large, diverse, and supportive social 394 

networks can act as buffers during stressful times, such as pandemics.[29,51] Moreover, networks 395 

are valuable at all times, contributing to overall health, well-being, and resilience.[19] While directly 396 

modifying social networks might be challenging, we argue that they might be influenced indirectly 397 

through policy interventions. For example, policies can address other environmental factors such as 398 

important local influencers in communities [48] or implementing changes to the physical 399 

environment, thereby enhancing the social environment and creating opportunities for social 400 

interaction. 401 

 402 

Strengths and limitations 403 

The strengths of this study are the inclusion of multiple levels of the socio-ecological model. In doing 404 

so, social networks were measured using a name generator questionnaire which is a reliable method 405 

for a detailed assessment of social networks, especially in larger surveys.[25–27] With this method, 406 

a distinction in social network characteristics can be made, allowing for the inclusion of a broad range 407 

of social network aspects and differentiating between structure, function, and quality of social 408 

networks rather than just focusing on network size and social support. However, limitations should 409 

be mentioned as well. During the period of data collection, vaccines were still in development. 410 
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Therefore, it was not possible to include actual vaccination uptake in this study. Future studies 411 

should investigate whether the individual, interpersonal, community, and societal factors identified 412 

in this study are also associated with actual COVID-19 vaccination uptake. 413 

 414 

CONCLUSION 415 

In the present study, we aimed to assess which individual, interpersonal, community, and societal 416 

factors are associated with COVID-19 vaccination intention. Key individual determinants include 417 

various sociodemographic characteristics, concerns about one’s personal and family health, and 418 

knowledge of how to protect oneself from the virus. Beyond individual factors, informational and 419 

emotional social support at the interpersonal levels also plays a significant role. These findings 420 

suggest that health promotion and vaccination communication strategies should focus on these 421 

factors and highlight the importance of organizing social networks to mobilize social support, 422 

particularly during a pandemic. 423 

 424 

 425 

  426 
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SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIALS  598 

Supplementary Table 1. Overview of social network characteristics described by structure, function, 599 

and quality  600 
Social network structure 
Network size and social isolation Respondents could report up to fifteen family members, ten 

friends, ten acquaintances, five other network members, and five 
healthcare professionals (HCP). The sum of all network members 
per relationship type provided the total network size, resulting 
in a maximum of 45 persons. Network size was then further 
categorized based on quartiles: 0-4, 5-8, 9-13, and more than 13 
network members. Network size was categorized to provide a 
quantitative measure for social isolation (0-4 network members) 

Partner Partner was assessed by a single question: do you have a 
partner? Answer categories included yes or no. 

Type of relationships The proportions of types of relationships were calculated by 
dividing the number of family members by the total network 
size. The same was performed for friends, acquaintances, other 
network members, and healthcare professionals. 

Network diversity Social network diversity was constructed based on the 
relationship types reported and included the following 
categories: 

 Having no family, but friends, acquaintances, others, or 
HCP; 

 Having only family members; 
 Having only family members and friends;  
 Having family members, others, HCP, but no friends  
 Having family members, friends, acquaintances, other 

network members, and HCP.  
Network density Respondents could answer a 5-scaled statement about whether 

their friends and family know each other.  
Homogeneity in gender and age The proportion of network members of the same gender was 

calculated by dividing the number of network members of the 
same gender by the total network size. The proportion of 
network members of the same age (~5-year age range) was 
calculated by dividing the number of network members of the 
same age by the total network size. 

Contact with children aged five years 
and younger 

Contact with young children aged five years and younger was 
assessed by a single question with answer categories: yes daily, 
yes weekly, yes monthly, yes less often, no. Answer categories 
yes daily and yes weekly were combined into yes, daily, or 
weekly, and categories yes monthly and yes less often were 
combined into yes, monthly, or less often.  

Living alone The living situation was assessed by a single question with 
several answer categories: living alone, living with a partner, 
living with children, living with parents, living with other adults. 
Living alone was constructed based on the answer category: 
living alone. 

Geographical proximity Proportions of network members who live in the same house, 
within walking distance, less than 30 minutes away by car, more 
than 30 minutes away by car, or further away were calculated by 
dividing the number of network members living in the same 
house by the total network size, and so on. 

Social network function 
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Informational support The proportion of informational supporters was calculated by 
dividing the number of network members who advised on 
problems or gave information by the total network size.  

Emotional support The proportion of emotional supporters was calculated by 
dividing the number of network members who provided the 
opportunity to discuss important matters or health-related 
topics by the total network size. 

Practical support The proportion of practical supporters was calculated by 
dividing the number of network members who helped with small 
or larger tasks in or around the house by the total network size. 

Social network quality 
Social strain The proportion of network members with whom social strain 

was experienced was calculated by dividing the sum of network 
members who are demanding, straining, or criticizing by the total 
network size. 

Good relationships The proportion of network members with whom there is a good 
relationship was calculated by dividing the number of social 
network members with whom there is a good relationship by the 
total network size. 

 601 
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