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ABSTRACT 
Introduction 
Although they face higher occupational risk of contracting viral respiratory infections, 
hospital healthcare worker vaccine hesitancy persists. While most studies have used 
survey methods to quantify the prevalence of and reasons for healthcare worker vaccine 
hesitancy, this study employs a qualitative approach to understand their attitudes and 
beliefs associated with influenza and COVID-19 vaccination.  

Methods 

To understand frontline healthcare worker experiences and perspectives on influenza 
and COVID-19 vaccination, 30 semi-structured interviews were conducted in 
summer/fall 2022 with staff recruited from two Johns Hopkins hospitals in Maryland.  
An in-depth, key informant interview was conducted with an expert in public health 
audience engagement. Interviews were audio recorded and transcribed for thematic 
and Framework analysis using NVivo software (QSR International, Melbourne, 
Australia).   
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Results  
Healthcare workers engaged in little influenza vaccine information seeking due to their 
familiarity with the disease and low perceived disease severity. Approximately half 
(n=16) of healthcare workers reported no vaccine hesitancy towards influenza or 
COVID-19 vaccines. No physicians or physician assistants expressed any vaccine 
hesitancy, while most nurses expressed some (n=10). More than half of the women 
(n=14) expressed COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy compared to none of the men. Structural 
factors including hospital tier, unit assignment, and professional role influenced 
perceived risk of disease exposure and subsequent healthcare worker vaccination 
decisions. Institutional policies, including mandates and a pro-vaccine environment 
encouraged vaccination uptake. Healthcare workers reported being more receptive to 
vaccine messaging that focused on protection from disease, scientific and public health 
data and their heightened occupational exposure to pathogens. 

Conclusions 
Despite their medical knowledge, healthcare workers are susceptible to vaccine 
hesitancy. Strategies to address specific concerns are needed and can be informed by 
our findings. A flexible and multi-pronged approach that considers individual 
anxieties, workplace structures, and the need for open communication with tailored 
messaging is necessary to promote vaccine acceptance in healthcare settings. 

Word count: 300 

KEY MESSAGES 
What is already known on this topic:  
Healthcare worker vaccine hesitancy has been associated with many factors including 
race, gender, age and concerns about vaccine safety. 

What this study adds:  
Much of the research on healthcare worker vaccine hesitancy has used surveys and 
questionnaires giving a broad description of the prevalence and patterns of vaccine 
hesitancy in the healthcare workforce. This qualitative study examines vaccine behavior 
(rather than merely intent) through a cross comparison of healthcare workers’ 
experiences and attitudes towards influenza and COVID-19 vaccination.  

How this study might affect research, practice or policy: 
Study findings can be used to help tailor vaccine messaging to hospital healthcare 
workers which could offset concerns regarding vaccine efficacy and risk, to promote 
vaccine uptake. 
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INTRODUCTION 
Hospital healthcare workers (HCWs) at the forefront of healthcare delivery provide 
essential care to patients suffering from viral respiratory illnesses including influenza 
and COVID-19. They also have an increased risk of contracting and transmitting these 
viral respiratory illnesses to others they encounter (i.e., co-workers, patients and their 
own families)[1,2].Vaccination is one critical tool that protects hospital HCWs from 
illness (including severe illness), and others they come in contact with from 
transmission[3]. HCWs are frequently mandated to receive influenza vaccines for work 
and were prioritized for COVID-19 vaccination during the pandemic[4–6]. However, 
despite the clear benefits of vaccination, evidence shows that vaccine hesitancy, defined 
by the WHO as "a delay in acceptance or refusal of vaccination despite availability and 
accessibility of vaccine services,” persists among HCWs [7].  

In December of 2020 when the COVID-19 vaccine roll-out was introduced, a national 
survey found that about 30% of people working in healthcare delivery settings in the 
US expressed COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy[8]. Prior studies reported that individual 
HCW decision-making around vaccines vary markedly and are driven by a multitude 
of psychosocial factors, as well as age, race, gender, income-level and specific role of the 
HCW in the hospital system[9,10]. Similar to the general population, HCWs may also 
harbor concerns about vaccine safety and efficacy, and may rely on misinformation or 
disinformation, or lack trust in healthcare authorities [11].  

In recent years, there has been a growing focus on understanding and addressing 
vaccine hesitancy among frontline HCWs. However, much of the research to date has 
relied on surveys and questionnaires [9,12–14]. Qualitative studies can enhance 
understanding of the complex and nuanced perspectives that drive immunization 
decision-making and be used to inform targeted interventions. The present study 
explores the perspectives of frontline HCWs at two Maryland hospitals on their 
decisions about getting vaccinated against influenza and COVID-19. This qualitative 
study identifies motivations and concerns that contribute to individual HCWs' 
vaccination decisions, providing valuable insights for addressing vaccine hesitancy and 
developing future methods to promote vaccination uptake among this priority 
population. 

MATERIALS AND METHODS 
Healthcare setting and vaccination policies 

Johns Hopkins Health System (JHHS) maintains a comprehensive network of healthcare 
services across the Baltimore–Washington D.C metropolitan area including five 
hospitals, as well as centers, community practices and homecare [15]. Johns Hopkins 
Medicine (JHM) has a mandatory policy requiring all personnel – except those who 
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qualify for a medical or religious exemption – to receive the annual influenza vaccine. 
In 2021, JHM announced a COVID-19 vaccination policy requiring all non-exempt 
personnel to be fully vaccinated by September 1, 2021 (Johns Hopkins Medicine. Update 
on JHM COVID-19 Vaccination Requirement [email]. 2021 01 July). In the summer and fall 
of 2022, two years after providers began caring for COVID-19 patients in their 
respective clinical settings, we interviewed adult frontline HCWs working in high-risk 
departments (defined by risk of exposure to COVID-19 positive patients) at two JHHS 
hospitals, the Johns Hopkins Hospital (JHH) in urban Baltimore City and Howard 
County General Hospital (HCGH) in Columbia, MD, a suburb of Baltimore.  

 
Participant Identification and Recruitment  

Over several months, multiple methods were used to recruit study participants 
including posting flyers at JHH and HCGH and announcements in internal newsletters. 
We also recruited participants directly by attending HCW unit meetings (i.e., clinical 
“huddles”) and through snowball sampling once data collection began. Interviews were 
restricted to HCWs above the age of 18 whose work involved direct patient contact and 
who self-reported having received the influenza vaccine in the year preceding the start 
of the COVID-19 pandemic. From 52 inquiries, we screened HCWs to achieve data 
saturation, yielding a sample size (n=30) consistent with established norms for this type 
of research[16]. We also purposively recruited a Johns Hopkins School of Public Health 
staff member with more than a decade of experience working in audience engagement 
for expert opinion. This key informant was directly involved in crafting and 
disseminating public health messaging on influenza (pre- and post-COVID-19) and 
COVID-19 vaccination for both the Johns Hopkins community and the general public 
and was able to provide valuable insight into the development and delivery of vaccine 
acceptance strategies. 

 
Qualitative Data Collection and Analysis 
Semi-structured interview guides were used for both the key informant and HCW 
interviews. All interviews were conducted via password-protected Zoom calls. 
Following informed consent, interviews were audio-recorded, and transcribed 
verbatim. Field notes written directly following interviews were appended to 
deidentified transcripts to provide additional context for analysis. Participants received 
a $50 gift card as a token of appreciation for their time.  

The study codebook included a priori codes derived from the research objectives and 
emergent codes identified through transcript review, and study team debriefing and 
reflection. NVivo data analysis software (QSR International, Melbourne, Australia) was 

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 11, 2024. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.10.24310248doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.07.10.24310248


5 
 

used to facilitate data management and organization including coding and production 
of code reports. Codes were aggregated into relevant themes, and memos synthesizing 
findings were created for each theme. Ethical approval was granted by the JHM 
Institutional Review Board (No. IRB00284889). 

RESULTS 
Summary of Data Collection  

We conducted a total of 30 qualitative interviews with HCWs (Table 1) from JHH (19 
interviews) and HCGH (11 interviews) with most participants being female, Caucasian, 
and nurses. About two-thirds of the HCWs across the two hospitals worked in the 
highest exposure units – emergency departments (ED), intensive care units (ICU) or 
COVID-19 units (n=21) – during the pandemic.  

 
Table 1. Interviewee Demographics 

Characteristics Johns Hopkins Hospital (JHH) 
(N=19) 

Howard County General Hospital (HCGH) 
(N=11) 

Race/Ethnicity    
White 12 9 
Black 3 0 
Asian 4 1 
Other 0 1 
Age   
20-29 years 1 1 
30-39 years 8 1 
40-49 years 8 2 
50-59 years 1 4 
60+ years 1 3 
Gender   
Male 5 1 
Female 14 10 
Education   
Associates  0 3 
BA 7 4 
Masters 7 3 
MD 5 1 
HCW position   
Physician 5 1 
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Nurse 10 7 
Physician Assistant 2 0 
Other 2 3 
Unit*   
ED 4 3 
ICU 12 0 
COVID-19 Units 14 4 
Other 10 5 
*The number of HCWs across units will not equal 30 because several subjects worked in multiple units. 

 
Healthcare Workers Perceptions of Disease 
Analysis uncovered differences in the frequency and depth of HCW’s discussion of 
influenza and COVID-19. When the subject of influenza emerged unprompted in 
interviews, it was primarily employed as a point of comparison with COVID-19.  

Disease Severity and Susceptibility 

HCWs across all units and hospital roles consistently reported minimal concern about 
occupational influenza exposure which they attributed to familiarity with influenza 
season and lower perceived disease severity. HCWs described influenza season as a 
predictable event with established infection control protocols, including increased hand 
hygiene and exercising droplet precautions. Compared to COVID-19, influenza was 
generally described as “disagreeable and inconvenient” rather than as a potentially life-
threatening condition. This perception resulted in less information seeking and scrutiny 
surrounding the influenza vaccine, “The flu vaccine is normal. We just get it every fall. I 
don’t think about it. It doesn’t matter what you email me or send me, I’m always going to get 
it.” (HCW09). Influenza vaccine hesitancy was primarily limited to individuals with 
previous adverse reactions, rather than broader anxieties about the vaccine itself. 

Conversely, most HCWs did express concern about contracting COVID-19. Those 
working in units with the highest disease rates early in the pandemic likened the 
experience to working in a “hot zone”. Fear of workplace transmission and being “patient 
zero” in their households led them to take rigorous precautions to protect their families 
(i.e., showering at work, using disposable bags for hospital attire). While most HCWs 
felt “much safer” about returning to normal activities and post-shift routines after 
vaccination, many said the decrease in worry predated vaccination and was more due 
to additional knowledge gained about key modes of COVID-19 virus transmission (i.e., 
close personal contact, breathing respiratory droplets). Several participants also 
reported that over time their anxieties shifted from concerns about patient-to-HCW 
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transmission to concerns about potential transmission from unmasked colleagues in 
common areas such as staff break rooms where masking practices were perceived to be 
less stringent.  

The few HCWs who reported minimal or no anxiety about COVID-19 infection during 
the pandemic attributed their lack of worry to their extensive experience working with 
infected populations – including some infected with pathogens they considered more 
dangerous than SARS-CoV2. One ED HCW explained, “I wasn't worried about catching 
COVID… A lot of my HIV-positive patients had C. diff, MRSA, tuberculosis, and I'm like, ‘I 
would rather get COVID than tuberculosis.’” (HCW04), illustrating their view of COVID-19 
as another occupational risk that could be managed with proper training and infection 
control measures.  

Impact 
In terms of impact, the stress, hypersensitivity and emotional burden HCWs described 
experiencing over the course of the COVID-19 pandemic was much worse than during 
a typical influenza season in the same environment. HCWs attributed this disparity to 
the distinct characteristics of each illness. An ED physician described how influenza 
patients typically experience either rapid improvement or decline, “whereas with COVID, 
it’s almost like a slow burn that just continues to burn hotter and hotter over the next two 
weeks… That slow decline is much more mentally scarring.” (HCW03). An ICU physician 
corroborated the emotional toll of the unprecedented severity and scale of the COVID-
19 surge compared to influenza season, "I remember nights in the COVID ICU where all 24 
beds, every single patient had COVID. Each person was prone, paralyzed, on maximal amounts 
of oxygen from the ventilator. That never would happen in a flu season. It's comparing a whole 
hospital response in a major pandemic to… [something that] just seems less novel, less 
important, less dangerous.” (HCW27). 

Vaccine Hesitancy 
Approximately half of HCWs expressed no hesitancy (n=16) towards either influenza or 
COVID-19 vaccination. Notably, no physicians or physician assistants (PAs) expressed 
any vaccine hesitancy, while most nurses expressed some towards either influenza or 
COVID-19 vaccination (n=10). Similar ratios of HCWs expressed vaccine hesitancy 
across the two participating hospitals.  

Vaccine Hesitancy and Vaccination Timing 
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Figure 1. Date of First HCW COVID-19 Vaccine by Vaccine Hesitancy Expressed 

All participants who expressed no vaccine hesitancy (n=16) reported receiving their first 
COVID-19 vaccine early in the rollout between December 2020 and January 2021. 
Approximately half (n=8) of those who expressed some degree of vaccine hesitancy still 
reported having received their first dose within the same early timeframe. The 
remaining HCWs who expressed vaccine hesitancy delayed their vaccination until later 
in the year (Figure 1).  

Vaccine Hesitancy and Sociodemographic Characteristics  
Gender and Vaccine Hesitancy 
Analysis revealed distinct differences in COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy when comparing 
men and women. Interestingly, none of the men expressed any vaccine hesitancy 
towards either influenza or COVID-19 vaccines. Conversely, of 
the 24 women interviewed, more than half (n=14) expressed some 
degree of COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy (Figure 2). Female HCWs 
frequently discussed their concerns related to vaccine safety, as 
well as their age, gender, and reproductive health. Safety concerns 
often centered on the perceived rapid speed of the vaccine 
development process, while discussions surrounding gender 
focused on anxieties about potential reproductive impacts and the 
initial lack of clear information on this early in the pandemic. 
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HCWs of both genders highlighted other factors influencing their decisions including 
the impact of their families’ views and health status and their individual health 
histories. They also discussed the impact of varied education levels and their training 
and knowledge of infection prevention. 

Educational Level and COVID-19 Vaccine Hesitancy 
While analysis found no instances of influenza or COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy among 
partcipants holding a MD degree (n=6), among the other (non-MD) participants, the rate 
of vaccine hesitancy was higher among those with higher educational training: 33% of 
those with an Associate degree (n=1), 63.6% of those with a Bachelor's degree (n=7) and 
66.7% of those with a Master’s degree (n=6) reported some COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy. 

One particularly interesting theme that emerged from the interviews was the divergent 
degrees of health literacy among HCWs when it came to understanding the purpose of 
vaccination. In this illustrative quote, an ICU/COVID-19-unit nurse explained his 
perspective that unlike with the polio vaccine decades ago, the COVID-19 vaccine was 
not a silver bullet guaranteeing complete prevention which is what people were 
“accustomed to” and expected. This then made the decision-making calculus more 
complex when it came to the COVID-19 vaccine: “[People] got all the shots like they were 
supposed to, and they still got COVID… So, that was kind of disconcerting… Symptom 
reduction is definitely better, but it still is kind of the first of its kind where you can be triple 
vaxxed, triple boosted, and you still get COVID. And that’s frustrating.” (HCW18). 

Structural Dimensions 
This study identified factors within the healthcare system itself that impacted HCW 
vaccine hesitancy towards COVID-19: hospital tier, unit assignment and professional 
role each influenced what HCWs were exposed to during the pandemic in terms of 
patient volume, disease severity and poor outcomes. This impacted subsequent decision 
making regarding COVID-19 vaccination. 

Hospital Tier and COVID-19 Vaccine Hesitancy 
HCWs at JHH, a reference hospital with specialized facilities for managing contagious 
respiratory pathogens, described encountering a high volume of critically ill COVID-19 
patients early in the pandemic when knowledge about transmission and management 
were limited. JHH HCWs explained that while other hospitals built their capacity 
overtime, JHH’s rapid response capabilities led to them receiving numerous patient 
transfers during the initial months of the pandemic. As expressed by one JHH ICU 
physician, "It felt like we were kind of designed to do exactly what was needed of us in the 
initial wave and in subsequent waves, and as a result, I think all the staff were 
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disproportionately exposed to just how awful the disease can be." (HCW27). JHH HCWs 
described how this “shock” heightened their awareness of COVID-19 disease severity, 
personal feelings of vulnerability to illness, and ultimately, eagerness to take the 
vaccine. This same HCW continued to capture this experience saying," I think seeing 
your hospital fundamentally change and seeing so many sick patients and personally interacting 
with so many people who end up dying of COVID… I think it did lead to a lot of people feeling 
their own vulnerability.” 

Hospital Unit, Role and COVID-19 Vaccine Hesitancy 
HCWs at both hospitals agreed that relative risk of exposure in different departments 
was a likely factor in their decisions to get vaccinated. COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy was 
highest among those who worked outside of the units with the highest rates of severe 
disease during the pandemic (i.e., ED, ICUs, or COVID-19 units). These HCWs 
explained that although others may have been physically present in the hospital during 
the pandemic, they did not necessarily witness the serious nature of the disease 
firsthand – especially during the initial surge. An ED PA reflected, “Those were the 
hardest shifts I’d worked in 20 years. There were more people in the ED than I’d ever seen at one 
time. Everybody was positive.“(HCW02). 

Some HCWs recounted that their colleagues who expressed vaccine hesitancy assumed 
that given their occupational exposure, they had probably already contracted the virus 
asymptomatically, “I think they just felt like ‘I’m here way too much. There’s no way I haven’t 
gotten it somehow.’,”. They believed they could simply “rely on [their] ‘innate’ immune 
system” for protection from future infection, although this is not the recognized role of 
the innate immune response.  

HCWs at both hospitals also highlighted how their specific roles as nurses, clinical 
social workers etc. shaped their personal experiences and observations during the 
pandemic. For many of those in units with the highest rates of disease – where close 
patient contact was routine – witnessing patients suffering and severe outcomes despite 
intervention served as a strong motivator to seek vaccination at the first opportunity. As 
recalled by one ICU/COVID Unit nurse, “We saw all the intubations. We saw people gasping 
for air when they were on 100% oxygen. We would be blasting oxygen into their nose and 
mouth. And they were still gasping for air… So, we wanted to negate that possibility of that 
happening to us.” (HCW18). A respiratory therapist echoed these sentiments saying, 
“…[we] are the ones who remove people from life support, so my mind was already made up just 
watching what I had watched. For 22 years it's been something that I've done, and it's never 
bothered me, but doing it in such large quantities and watching – literally being the person in 
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the room with families over FaceTime was probably what propelled me the most to make these 
[COVID-19 vaccination] decisions…” (HCW10). 

Institutional Policies  
Additional structural dimensions that impacted HCWs’ decisions to be vaccinated 
included institutional policies on vaccine mandates. Several HCWs at both hospitals 
also cited the availability of on-site vaccination as greatly facilitating both influenza and 
COVID-19 immunization for hospital staff. 

Johns Hopkins Hospital System Vaccine Mandates 
Most HCWs viewed influenza vaccination as a routine job requirement due to the 
longstanding mandate. They also acknowledged vaccination as part of their 
professional responsibility to protect patients. An ICU physician explained, “I think we 
should be required to do things that put patients in a safer place. We wash our hands. If we can 
take a vaccine and potentially prevent the spread of the flu to somebody who's old or 
immunocompromised, we should do it. It just seems like such a minimal thing.” (HCW23). 
Although some thought that it would have been preferable if a mandate was not 
necessary, most HCWs interviewed across both hospitals considered the COVID-19 
vaccine mandate both foreseeable given trends seen in other states, and “reasonable” 
given the high rates of morbidity and mortality seen in the hospitals. 

Numerous HCWs at both hospitals also reported being unaffected by the COVID-19 
mandate as they had already decided to vaccinate. Staff supervisors shared that when 
advising vaccine hesitant staff, they emphasized the mandatory nature of the policy and 
explained the safety profile of the vaccine and its role in protecting hospital staff, their 
patients and families.  

A Pro-vaccine Environment 
JHH HCWs perceived low levels of COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy among their 
colleagues, speculating this might be due to the hospital’s reputation as a leading 
academic medical center at the forefront of evidence-based medicine. HCWs also noted 
that Johns Hopkins University is a trusted source of healthcare information, exemplified 
by initiatives like the widely recognized Johns Hopkins Coronavirus Resource 
Center[17]. Participants felt that access to cutting-edge research and education within 
this setting fostered a culture of informed decision-making among staff leading to a 
group less susceptible to vaccine hesitancy, “We are literally surrounded by the world’s 
experts in this area and therefore have been able to go to lectures on Zoom...hear the data straight 
from the horse’s mouth… I think our community trusts the Johns Hopkins community and 
knows that these halls are filled with some of the most brilliant minds in the world.” (HCW06). 
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One JHH ED HCW aptly described the impact of a pro-vaccine environment on 
personal decision making by borrowing the term “herd effect” from vaccine 
epidemiology, “If I had worked around 300 coworkers or 500 coworkers that were against [the 
COVID-19 vaccine], I can’t say how that would have affected my own reservations or hesitation, 
but I was in the opposite. I was in an environment where we were all kind of wanting that layer 
of protection.” (HCW02). This effect was manifested through peer motivation including 
initiatives by safety officers, vaccine champions and open discussions with colleagues – 
particularly those from infection and disease control departments.  

Health Messaging 
HCWs evaluated health messages by source, content and mode of delivery, and 
discussed how these factors impacted vaccine hesitancy.  

Sources of Information 
Findings revealed a complex interplay between different sources of information on 
HCW vaccination decision making and how each shaped vaccine hesitancy. HCWs 
reported relying primarily on trusted sources such as medical literature and public 
health institutions (i.e., CDC, WHO) for information on COVID-19 vaccines. They also 
reported valuing evidence-based content. News and social media were viewed with 
skepticism, with most believing they contributed to initial COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy 
in the general population. Personal providers and colleagues influenced choices to some 
extent, with friend and family networks playing a mixed role.  

Workplace Messaging 
A recurring theme among HCWs from both hospitals was their reliance on their own 
institution, Johns Hopkins, as a trusted source of health information throughout the 
COVID-19 pandemic. Many expressed gratitude for informational meetings with 
hospital leadership (i.e., Vice President of Medical Affairs, Chief of Infectious Disease) 
who provided essential updates and clarifications on policy changes. Several JHH 
HCWs also explained that frequent and regular updates from department and hospital 
leadership and experts in the form of virtual incident command calls, grand rounds, 
lectures, townhalls and faculty meetings afforded them opportunities to be well 
informed about COVID-19 and to ask questions:  

“[JHH] would have infectious disease experts and vaccine experts and epidemiology experts 
come. I was getting the top of the world expert medical knowledge on almost a daily basis… I felt 

like I had the benefit of knowing more than most people in this world, but also, it came from 
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trusted sources. Not news from NBC, CNN, Fox News…I was getting it directly from medical 
experts, who are also presenting objective data, objective research.” (HCW06). 

Many HCWs reported that this open communication fostered a sense of trust and 
transparency, ultimately contributing positively to their willingness to get vaccinated 
against COVID-19.  

Content  
Analysis identified three key themes as resonating strongly with HCW vaccine 
acceptance: protection from disease, scientific or public health data and HCWs 
heightened exposure to pathogens. 

Protection from Disease 
The desire to protect themselves, their colleagues, and ultimately their patients emerged 
as a primary motivator for HCW vaccination. HCWs recognized their role as guardians 
of public health and understood the potential consequences of transmitting vaccine-
preventable diseases: 

“[Protecting yourself, your coworkers and your patients], that's the mission of the hospital… 
It's caring for the whole patient. So, if I'm not healthy I can't care for the patient.” (HCW12) 

“Most people in healthcare come from a place of just wanting to help other people, so messaging 
that focuses on how getting vaccinated would help your patients would be particularly effective.” 

(HCW27) 

Scientific or Public Health Data 
HCWs valued evidence-based messaging that clearly presented the science behind 
vaccine recommendations and included comparative data such as hospitalization rates, 
morbidity and mortality statistics, and risk-benefit analyses. One HCW in a 
management position underscored the powerful influence of direct observation and 
lived experiences in shaping HCW attitudes towards vaccination by noting that their 
team required minimal persuasion to get vaccinated, “I’m in a field of critical thinkers in 
evidence-based medicine. So, all you kind of have to do is present what’s out there and what the 
literature is showing or what the initial data shows and most of my staff was used to thinking 
critically and wearing the same hat that we would to recommend to our patients.” (HCW02). 

Exposure to Pathogens 
HCWs voiced a clear preference for messaging that recognized the inherent risk 
associated with their profession. They appreciated communication that recognized their 
heightened exposure to infectious diseases and directly addressed their concerns about 
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occupational safety. Multiple HCWs also reported preferring messages that linked their 
concerns about occupational exposure to clear information on safety protocols, access to 
PPE and vaccines. One ICU/COVID Unit PA stated, “Anything that acknowledges [we] 
work very closely with critically ill patients, I think that grabs my attention in the ICU. 
Especially during COVID, as someone who's in a COVID unit with that type of exposure.” 
(HCW05). This same HCW continued, "What [JHH] did great was just acknowledging again 
our fears, so like, ‘We know you're in these systems. We know you're constantly exposed. We 
know your fear of PPE and what you need and require. This is what we're doing. This is [when] 
the vaccines will be available. X-Y-Z’." 

DISCUSSION 
Our findings align with previous research highlighting the multifaceted nature of HCW 
vaccine hesitancy and support research on the effectiveness of interventions that 
promote HCW vaccine acceptance including facilitating access, education, reminders, 
and vaccine mandates [18–21].  However, our study provides deeper insight into how 
disease perceptions, risk understanding, and knowledge gaps influence HCW vaccine 
hesitancy. For example, while other studies have found disparate levels of vaccine 
hesitancy among HCWs with different levels of education[11], this study further 
illuminated how divergent degrees of understanding about vaccine function contribute 
to HCW vaccine hesitancy. The assumption that all vaccines prevent infection – when 
most vaccines provide protection from morbidity and mortality – is a common 
misunderstanding which held true here as well[22]. This gap in knowledge about the 
immune response and the primary role of vaccines, illustrates that even HCWs do not 
necessarily understand all the details of the body’s adaptive immune response to 
vaccines, especially when their focus is clinical practice. Tailoring future interventions 
to provide clear, science-based information about disease characteristics and the 
function of vaccines could present a powerful pathway for promoting vaccine 
acceptance among HCWs.  

Our study findings also revealed the significant influence of lived experiences on HCW 
vaccination decisions. While other studies also found associations between HCW roles 
and vaccine hesitancy [4,8,9,20], this study provides additional context revealing how 
direct exposure to seeing the impact of COVID-19 illness and severe disease at large 
reference hospitals significantly influenced HCWs eagerness to accept vaccination. 
Findings on how hospital tier, unit assignment, and professional role led to varied 
decision-making regarding vaccination further emphasizes the need for tailored 
interventions that consider the specific context and experiences of different HCW sub-
groups[18]. 
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Psychological Determinants of Vaccine Acceptance 
Our study also reinforced the importance of psychological determinants in vaccine 
acceptance found in other studies [23–25]. Confidence, or trust in the safety and efficacy 
of vaccines, and the health systems and actors that deliver them [24,25] was generally 
high among participants. Similar to other studies where trust in authorities played an 
important role [9,23], confidence in institutional leadership also positively influenced 
vaccine acceptance.  

The concept of collective responsibility, or recognition that individual health decisions 
impact others and a corresponding willingness to protect them through vaccination, 
was found to be a strong predictor of vaccination behavior in other studies [14,18,23,24]  
and is particularly relevant for HCWs given their professional duty to protect patients 
[21]. In our study, HCWs expressed this idea through their desire to protect their 
families and framing of vaccination as upholding their professional obligation to 
prioritize patient safety. While some stated a preference for individual choice (low 
collective responsibility), for most, professional duty superseded this highlighting the 
complex role of identity in decision making (i.e., personal autonomy vs. professional 
identity). Messaging that emphasizes HCWs' professional responsibility could enhance 
collective responsibility and foster a pro-vaccine workplace. 

Calculation, the information-seeking behavior individuals engage in to decide on 
vaccination is generally positively correlated with vaccine hesitancy [24,25]. Calculation 
was not however a major contributor to vaccine hesitancy in our study, even among 
those who expressed vaccine hesitancy, because the abundance of reliable resources 
promoted by Johns Hopkins reduced the need for independent searching. This 
communication strategy minimized calculation which can lead to encountering 
misinformation (a major challenge during the COVID-19 pandemic [26–29]) and 
ultimately, vaccine hesitancy. Our study identified anxieties among women regarding 
COVID-19 vaccine safety and potential effects on fertility – a trend also observed 
elsewhere [30–32]. Given the significant number of women in healthcare, messaging 
should address concerns specific to this demographic. 

Future strategies should emphasize the psychological determinants of vaccine 
acceptance by building confidence and a sense of collective responsibility, while 
minimizing constraints and calculation that hinder vaccine acceptance. 

Communication Strategies 
Findings also highlight the importance of open communication through various 
channels to address HCW concerns and suggest that in addition to understanding the 
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"why" behind vaccine hesitancy, strategically designed prompts and reminders can play 
an important role in encouraging vaccine uptake. The observed pattern of early 
vaccination among non-hesitant HCWs and delayed vaccination among hesitant 
individuals suggests the need for flexible campaigns with multi-pronged approaches to 
information dissemination. Tailored messaging could target early adopters, those who 
wait-and-see, and the truly hesitant populations with distinct strategies. 

Recommendations 
Based on our findings, recommendations for developing vaccine messaging that targets 
HCWs during novel virus outbreaks are as follows: 

 Recognize that messages will be consumed in their context. Structural and 
environmental dimensions can create an enabling and affirming environment 
that influence employee perceptions of trust and transparency. Having those 
factors in place can enable an openness to institutional messaging; without 
established trust, interventions will run up against the limitations of messaging. 

 As HCWs seemed to find their personal professional experiences, including their 
exposure to severe illness, to be the most compelling motivator, developing 
content that sets expectations, speaks to the nature of HCW’s jobs and reflects 
workplace experiences can be a positive driver for vaccine uptake. A key part 
of that messaging can include vaccine advocacy from trusted on-the-ground unit 
leaders with shared levels of exposure and risk.  

 HCWs are not a monolith. HCWs from different departments with distinct roles 
across the hospital system will likely respond to different messaging. Messages 
should be tailored for different hospital units and HCW roles. Hospitals also 
need to think about messages and modes of delivery that might be more effective 
for micro-targeting groups at different points in time, especially during an 
evolving event. 

 

Limitations  
This study has several limitations that may impact how broadly its findings can be 
applied. Since all interviews occurred after the emergence of COVID-19, HCWs' 
perspectives on past experiences with influenza and vaccination may have been 
influenced by the heightened focus on infectious diseases. Additionally, vaccination 
decisions can change over time; this study captures a snapshot of HCW attitudes during 
data collection in 2022. The focus on a single healthcare system and the smaller sample 
size of qualitative research also limits generalizability to other settings, regions, and 
HCW populations with different characteristics. Selection bias is also a concern; 
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volunteers may have had stronger opinions on vaccination and only one key informant 
was interviewed, potentially skewing results. All participants were fully vaccinated, so 
their reasons for getting vaccinated may differ from their unvaccinated peers. Finally, 
efforts to recruit more minorities were unsuccessful, limiting participant diversity – 
likely an important source of bias. These limitations underscore the need for further 
research on HCWs’ perspectives on vaccination across a wider range of settings and 
populations. 

Conclusion  
HCWs present a nuanced challenge in vaccine hesitancy research. With their extensive 
healthcare knowledge and history of employment which mandates vaccination, broad 
national strategies targeting vaccine-hesitant individuals do not translate effectively to 
this population. Understanding how to improve vaccine acceptance among HCWs 
requires understanding more than the simplistic binaries of measuring vaccine 
acceptance or refusal. Our study explores the interplay of individual (i.e., perceptions of 
disease severity and susceptibility), structural (i.e., institutional policies and health 
system factors), and environmental (i.e., peer networks and transparent 
communication) dynamics influencing HCW decision-making. These findings have 
important public health implications and provide insights for designing and delivering 
targeted vaccination campaigns tailored to HCWs facing heightened occupational 
exposure to viral respiratory illnesses – particularly in the context of a novel virus 
outbreak.  

 

Word count: 4999 
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