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Key Messages: 52 

1. What is already known? 53 

 Persuasive messages have been shown to influence COVID-19 vaccination 54 

intentions, but evidence from Low- and Middle- income countries are limited. 55 

 56 

 There are limited studies investigating the effect of persuasive messages in 57 

influencing decisions to recommend the COVID-19 vaccine, with only a single 58 

study to date which investigated effects directed at recommending the COVID-59 

19 vaccine to a friend, but without considering the individual’s health and age 60 

profile. 61 

 62 

2. What are the new findings? 63 

 Persuasive messages that focused on vaccine safety did not positively influence 64 

Malaysian adults to take the COVID-19 vaccine or recommend it to healthy 65 

adults and the elderly, while messages framed as descriptive norms, negative 66 

attribute, and risky choices, significantly backfired for some of these outcomes. 67 

 68 

 Several persuasive messages focusing on vaccine safety significantly improved 69 

intent to recommend the COVID-19 vaccine to people with pre-existing health 70 

conditions.  71 

 72 
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3. What do the new findings imply? 73 

 Instead of only addressing safety, persuasive messages aimed at nudging 74 

vaccination should incorporate multiple behavioral determinants linked to vaccine 75 

acceptance. 76 

 77 

 Persuasive messages that are intended to promote uptake of novel health 78 

interventions should incorporate safety dimensions as a form of assurance for 79 

others to recommend it to people with pre-existing health conditions, given that 80 

they may be perceived as more susceptible to hazards from adverse events. 81 

 82 
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Abstract 109 

 110 

Introduction 111 

 112 

Vaccine safety is a primary concern among vaccine hesitant individuals. We examined 113 

how seven persuasive messages with different frames, all focusing on vaccine safety, 114 

influenced Malaysians to accept the COVID-19 vaccine, and recommend it to individuals 115 

with different health and age profiles; i.e. healthy adults, elderly, and people with pre-116 

existing health conditions. 117 

 118 

Methods 119 

 120 

A randomized controlled experiment was conducted among 5,784 Malaysians who were 121 

randomly allocated into 14 experimental arms. They were exposed to one or two 122 

messages that promoted COVID-19 vaccination. Interventional messages were applied 123 

alone or in combination and compared against a control message. Outcome measures 124 

were assessed as intent to both take the vaccine and recommend it to healthy adults, 125 

elderly, and people with pre-existing health conditions, before and after message 126 

exposure. Changes in intent after message exposure were modeled and we estimate the 127 

average marginal effects with respect to changes in the predicted probability of selecting 128 

a positive intent for all four outcomes. 129 

 130 

Results 131 
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 132 

The average baseline proportion of participants with positive intents in each arm to take, 133 

and recommend the vaccine to healthy adults, elderly, and people with pre-existing health 134 

conditions was 61.6%, 84.9%, 72.7% and 51.4% respectively. We found that persuasive 135 

communication via several of the experimented messages improved recommendation 136 

intent to people with pre-existing health conditions, with improvements ranging between 137 

4 to 8 percentage points. In contrast, none of the messages neither significantly improved 138 

vaccination intentions, nor recommendations to healthy adults and the elderly. Instead, 139 

we found evidence suggestive of backfiring among this group with messages using 140 

negative frames, risky choice frames, and priming descriptive norms.  141 

 142 

Conclusion 143 

 144 

Persuasive messages aimed at influencing vaccination decisions should 145 

incorporate a combination of factors linked to hesitancy. Messages intended to promote 146 

recommendation of novel health interventions to people with pre-existing health 147 

conditions should incorporate safety dimensions.   148 

 149 

(Abstract word count: 300 words) 150 

 151 

Clinical Trials registration number: NCT05244356 152 

 153 
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Keywords: nudge, framing, persuasive messages, COVID-19, vaccine hesitancy, vaccine 154 

recommendation, vaccination intent, incentive backfiring.  155 

 156 

Introduction 157 

 158 

The COVID-19 pandemic has sparked global efforts to develop counter measures 159 

against SARS-CoV-2. One such measure lies with the rapid research and development of 160 

effective COVID-19 vaccines[1] which are critical to achieve impactful COVID-19 161 

vaccination campaigns.[2] Although credible vaccine information from official sources 162 

are abundantly available,[3–6] vaccine hesitant individuals risk compromising 163 

widespread vaccination[7] as they delay or refuse to take a vaccine once it is made 164 

available.[8]  165 

 166 

Vaccine safety remains one of the top reasons cited by vaccine hesitant 167 

individuals in Malaysia and abroad.[9–12] This is aggravated by misinformation 168 

regarding COVID-19 vaccine safety.[13] Hence, a question that emerges is how best to 169 

effectively communicate vaccine safety information. A potential method stems from 170 

applying nudges, which  alters the environmental or information context to encourage a 171 

particular behavior.[14] One such form involves using various frames of persuasive 172 

messages that employ nudge techniques to encourage behaviour change[15,16].  173 

 174 

Few studies have experimented messages that specifically address COVID-19 175 

vaccine safety among unvaccinated individuals. Persuasive messages emphasizing 176 
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vaccine safety either through explaining the rigorous process of drug development, 177 

leveraging the authority of a clinician to explain vaccine safety, or highlighting vaccine 178 

approval from a regulatory agency, failed to significantly improve vaccination intent.[17–179 

19] Conversely, positive effects were observed with risky choice framed messages that 180 

favorably juxtaposed vaccine risk versus contracting COVID-19.[20] However, the 181 

message was tested among employees of a healthcare organisation who may have higher 182 

health awareness compared to the general public. Barnes & Colagiuri also observed 183 

positive effects with messages applying attribute framing whereby vaccine side effect 184 

rates were framed positively or negatively.[21] However, they investigated booster shot 185 

intentions among fully vaccinated individuals.  186 

 187 

Based on current available evidence, there are several knowledge gaps. The 188 

effects of attribute framing have yet to be explored among unvaccinated individuals. 189 

Risky choice frames that pit vaccine related death rates or side effects against the 190 

COVID-19 disease has not been studied among the general public. Although descriptive 191 

norms have been widely studied to nudge COVID-19 vaccination by invoking 192 

psychological judgments that vaccination is a societally approved behavior, [19,20,22,23]  193 

these messages have yet to be framed to imply vaccine safety as a motivation for 194 

vaccination among the majority. The effect of using vaccinated health authorities to 195 

imply vaccine safety and recommend the vaccine has also not been thoroughly studied. 196 

Finally, given that individual decision and behavior are intrinsically linked to context and 197 

culture,[24–26] there are reasons to believe that vaccination nudges ought to be adapted 198 

to  Low- and Middle-income countries (LMIC) such as Malaysia. However, there exists a 199 
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paucity of information for using such nudges in LMIC, with most published evidence 200 

originating from developed countries .[16]  201 

 202 

Furthermore, previous studies have widely investigated nudges to influence 203 

personal interests to vaccinate one’s self or own child [16,27,28] rather than a person’s 204 

decision to recommend vaccination. Although James et al did investigate the effects of 205 

persuasive messages in recommending a COVID-19 vaccine to a friend, they did not 206 

consider the health or age profile of the person being recommended.[29] Having a finer 207 

gauge on which group of people have higher likelihoods to be recommended is important 208 

especially in Asian communities who pay special attention to advice  sought from family 209 

and friends with significance when making a health related decision.[30]  210 

 211 

Therefore, an experiment using various message frames intended to narrow the 212 

current knowledge gaps was conducted in Malaysia. Our primary objectives were to 213 

investigate whether persuasive messages focusing on vaccine safety influenced the 214 

intention to take the COVID-19 vaccine, and recommend it to healthy adults, the elderly 215 

who are aged 60 and above, and people with pre-existing health conditions. Apart from 216 

examining single messages, we investigate the effects of combining messages together to 217 

mimic a real-world environment where people are exposed to multiple messages. This 218 

allows us to determine if combining messages resulted in improved effectiveness from a 219 

higher message dose effect,[31] or reduced effectiveness due to message interactions 220 

causing a boomerang effect.  221 

 222 
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Methods 223 

 224 

Study design  225 

 226 

We conducted a prospective 14-arm randomised controlled experiment with a 227 

parallel design. The experiment was conducted using a web-based survey that was 228 

launched on a platform belonging to Dynata, an international market research company 229 

based in America. The company has an online survey panel composed of Malaysians who 230 

have signed up on the survey platform. Participants who complete a survey will receive 231 

reward points as per Dynata’s policy. 232 

 233 

Study participants and setting 234 

 235 

The experimental survey was conducted from the 29
th

 of April to 7
th

 of June 2021 236 

(more details about the COVID-19 situation in Malaysia during participant recruitment 237 

can be found in the online supplemental material). Participants were recruited from 238 

Dynata’s online survey panel. Eligible participants were adult Malaysians aged 18 years 239 

and above who could understand either the English or Malay language and had not 240 

received any dose of the COVID-19 vaccine. The latter criterion was included as the 241 

majority of the population has not been vaccinated during the experimental period. 242 

Additionally, this criterion allowed us to investigate the effectiveness of messages in an 243 

unvaccinated population, which is an important aspect prior to any novel vaccination roll-244 

out.  245 
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 246 

Sample size requirement was calculated based on a logistic model to detect a 247 

small effect size of 0.1, with the baseline proportion of people who definitely will take 248 

the COVID-19 vaccine set at 0.67. This baseline value was chosen based on the reported 249 

proportion of Malaysians willing to accept the COVID-19 vaccine in a national survey 250 

that was conducted before this study was being planned.[12] Sample size was calculated 251 

to be 318 respondents per arm, after setting power at 80% and significance level at 0.05. 252 

Taking into account a 20% drop out rate in the event of invalid responses, calculated 253 

sample size was 400 participants per arm. Participants were recruited via stratified 254 

sampling based on age, gender, ethnicity and household income to obtain an 255 

approximately population-representative sample (more details about the stratified 256 

sampling can be found in the online supplemental material).  257 

 258 

All participants were shown a page that described background information about 259 

the study before they provided informed consent by clicking on a button indicating 260 

agreement to join the experiment. This experiment received ethical approval from the 261 

Medical Research Ethics Committee of the Malaysian Ministry of Health.  262 

 263 

 264 

Randomisation and masking 265 

 266 

 Enrolled participants were randomly allocated into a particular experimental arm 267 

by Dynata through an automated computer randomization system. This experiment was 268 
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double blinded whereby participants were unaware of what interventional message was 269 

given to them and investigators had no control over treatment assignment as this aspect 270 

was completely handled by the market research company. 271 

 272 

Data collection and intervention 273 

 274 

Sociodemographic variables that screened for inclusion criteria and enabled 275 

stratified sampling during experimental arm allocation were first collected from 276 

approached participants. Recruited participants were measured on their general attitude 277 

towards vaccines as this factor has been shown to significantly influence vaccine uptake 278 

intent.[28,32] Attitude was assessed by measuring the level of agreement; using a five-279 

point Likert scale, of two statements regarding the efficacy of vaccines in protecting 280 

against serious diseases, and personal religious or cultural backing for vaccination. 281 

Participants were also asked in the remaining sociodemography section, whether they had 282 

refused towards vaccinating their child in the past. These questions were adapted from 283 

locally conducted studies.[32,33] Participants were categorised as having potential 284 

negative attitudes if they provided responses indicating disagreement, uncertainty or 285 

refusal to any of those questions.  286 

 287 

Participants were then asked a series of questions relating to their baseline 288 

intentions to accept and recommend the COVID-19 vaccine before being randomly 289 

assigned to an experimental arm. Participants were exposed to either one or two messages 290 

from a selection of 8 different types of messages and were instructed to read the message 291 
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completely before clicking a button to proceed.  Each message was calibrated to be on 292 

screen for at least eight seconds before participants could proceed to prevent them from 293 

skipping the message. Table 1 describes the content of each message and the 294 

corresponding nudge technique that the content was incorporated with. The source of the 295 

information displayed is stated below the message’s content to provide information 296 

credibility. 297 

 298 

The control message was devoid of any nudge element and only displays a slogan 299 

that rallies the reader to get the COVID-19 vaccine because it is safe and effective. The 300 

other experimental messages begin with an opening tagline highlighting the main concern 301 

that Malaysians have about the COVID-19 vaccine and serves as a precursor for the 302 

following message content which attempts to alleviate that concern. Each message 303 

concludes with a rally slogan that is identical with the control message. Each message 304 

was validated with at least five people and went through a series of iterations to ensure 305 

that the content was interpreted correctly (details about the message design and examples 306 

of actual messages can be found in the online supplemental material and supplemental 307 

figure S1 respectively).   308 

 309 
Table 1: Content of each experimental treatment message used along with the corresponding nudge 310 
technique employed. Each message is assigned a code to ease referencing.  311 
No. Nudge 

technique 

Content Message code 

1 Descriptive 

norm. 

 

Around 70% of Malaysians said they will get the COVID-19 

vaccine. 

Source:  

Ministry of Health, Malaysia; 31 December 2020 [12]  

DN(70%) 
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2 Descriptive 

norm. 

 

The COVID-19 vaccine was tested with thousands of 

people, including the elderly, and people with existing health 

conditions.  

Now millions of people worldwide have received it. 

When it’s your turn, you can be confident that it is safe and 

effective. 

Source:   

Kyriakidis etla. NPJ Vaccines. 2020 February 22;6(1):28   

[34] 

John Hopkins Coronavirus Resource Center, United States of 

America [35] 

DN 

3 Influence from 

a Government 

official and 

health 

authority, and 

descriptive 

norm. 

 

 

Malaysia’s Health Director General, Dr.Noor Hisham 

Abdullah, and 9 out of 10 healthcare workers in Malaysia 

have received the COVID-19 vaccine. 

They recommend that you get it too. 

Source: 

COVID-19 Immunisation Task Force, Malaysia; 23 

February, 29 March 2021  [36,37] 

HCW 

4 Negative 

attribute 

framing.   

Only 4 out of 100 people who received the COVID-19 

vaccine experienced side effects.  

Source:  

Ministry of Health, Malaysia; 2 April 2021 [38] 

NF 

5 Positive 

attribute 

framing.  

 

996 out of 100 people who received the COVID-19 vaccine 

did not experience any side effects. 

Source:  

Ministry of Health, Malaysia; 2 April 2021 [38] 

PF 

6 Risky choice 

framing  

(Safety). 

 

There are 0 deaths caused by the COVID-19 vaccines. 

On the other hand, over 1,400 people have died due to 

COVID-19. 

Source:  

Ministry of Health, Malaysia; 18 March 2021[39] 

Crisis Preparedness and Response Centre (CPRC), 

Malaysia; 23 April 2021 [40] 

RC(S) 
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7 Risky choice 

framing  (Side 

effects). 

 

 

Only 4 in 1 million people who received the COVID-19 

vaccine experienced blood clots. 

On the other hand, 200,000 in 1 million people infected with 

COVID-19 experienced blood clots. 

Source: 

Torjesen I. The British Medical Journal. 2021;373:n1005  

[41] 

Malas et al. EClinicalMedicine. 2020 December; 29:100639.  

[42] 

RC(SE) 

8 Control 

message. 

Get the COVID-19 Vaccine.  

It’s safe and effective! 

N/A 

 312 

 313 

Our experiment presents a total of 14 arms. Participants were exposed to one 314 

message in the first eight arms, and two messages in the remaining arms. DN(70%) 315 

exposure was held constant in arms bearing two messages. This message was made a 316 

constant because it focuses on Malaysians as the persona of interest, which makes it the 317 

most personally relevant message to our Malaysian participants. Participants who 318 

received two messages were exposed to each message one at a time, with the sequence of 319 

appearance being random.  320 

 321 

After message exposure, participants were asked again regarding intentions to 322 

receive and recommend the COVID-19 vaccine. Participants who were hesitant about 323 

taking or recommending the vaccine post exposure were asked about the possible reasons 324 

for such responses. Lastly, remaining sociodemographic variables such as education level 325 

were collected.   326 

 327 

Outcomes 328 
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 329 

Intent to accept the COVID-19 vaccine was assessed by asking participants 330 

whether they would take the COVID-19 vaccine. Participants answered using a four-331 

Likert scale which indicated “Definitely no”, “Not sure, but probably no”, “Not sure, but 332 

probably yes” and “Definitely yes”. This scale was used to eliminate subjective 333 

ambiguity and allows participants to express their intent in detail which is capably 334 

determined as it involves an internalised decision.[43]  335 

 336 

Intent to recommend the COVID-19 vaccine was assessed by asking participants 337 

to rate their level of agreement on recommending the vaccine to three groups of family 338 

members namely, healthy adults, elderly, and members with any pre-existing health 339 

conditions. Family members were chosen as a target character because they are related to 340 

respondents, thus yielding unbiased responses regarding intent to recommend to each of 341 

the three studied groups. Participants rated their agreement via a five-Likert scale which 342 

provided options of “Definitely no”, “Probably no”, “Not sure”, “Probably yes”, and 343 

“Definitely yes”. This scale was chosen to provide a neutral answer in the form of a “Not 344 

sure” option, because the decision to recommend may influence the outcome of another 345 

individual, which may be a difficult decision and thus warrant a neutral stance.   346 

 347 

Our four study objectives were based on outcomes measured at baseline and post 348 

intervention. Positive intent was defined as responding “Definitely yes” and “Agree” or 349 

“Strongly agree” for accepting and recommending the vaccine respectively. These 350 
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responses indicated absolutely no hesitancy towards the action in question whereas the 351 

remaining options reflected uncertainty or refusal.  352 

 353 

 Statistical analyses 354 

 355 

Summary statistics (frequency and percentages, mean and standard deviation) of 356 

recruited participants’ demographics, attitude towards vaccines, and intent to accept and 357 

recommend the COVID-19 vaccine in each experimental arm, was reported. Balance tests 358 

were conducted to check if baseline characteristics were significantly different between 359 

each experimental arm. 360 

 361 

 Since the responses for all four outcome measures were ordinal in nature, we 362 

applied four separate generalised ordered logistic regressions to estimate how each 363 

experimental arm affected the propensity of selecting a particular level of intent. Each 364 

regression model was adjusted for general attitude towards vaccines and baseline intent 365 

that corresponds to the outcome measure analysed. Generated regression models were 366 

subsequently used to compute the average marginal effects of each interventional arm 367 

relative to the control arm with respect to changes in the predicted probability of selecting 368 

a positive intent for all four outcome measures. This provided an estimate behind the 369 

effectiveness and probability change magnitudes exerted by experimented messages. 370 

 371 

Additionally, we tested heterogeneous treatment effects of age, gender, and 372 

education level to investigate whether our intervention messages impacted certain groups 373 
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of individuals differently. All analyses were conducted using Stata version 16. This study 374 

was registered on clinicaltrials.gov (ID number: NCT05244356). 375 

 376 

Results 377 

 378 

A total of 5,784 participants were recruited into the experiment. Each arm was 379 

assigned between 410 to 416 participants. Figure 1 presents the experimental design flow 380 

chart. Due to the experiment being an online survey, our sampled dataset was skewed 381 

towards younger participants and those who had pre-university or tertiary education. 382 

However, all experimental arms were balanced and showed no significant differences 383 

with respect to key baseline characteristics. The average baseline proportion of 384 

participants with positive intents in each arm to take, and recommend the COVID-19 385 

vaccine to healthy adults, elderly, and people with health conditions, was 61.6%, 84.9%, 386 

72.7% and 51.4% respectively. Summary statistics of survey participants stratified 387 

according to experimental arms can be found in online supplemental table S1. 388 

 389 

 390 

 391 
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 392 
 393 
Figure 1: Experimental design flow chart presenting sample size, arm allocations, and item wordings for 394 
outcomes. 395 
 396 
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Figure 2 depicts forest plots that describe the average marginal effects of 397 

providing positive responses for each interventional arm relative to the control arm in all 398 

outcomes measured. A summary of marginal effects for all levels of responses can be 399 

found under online supplemental tables S2 and S3. In terms of participant’s intent to 400 

accept the COVID-19 vaccine, none of the interventional arms were significantly 401 

effective at improving intent compared to the control message. However, we found that 402 

intent to vaccinate significantly dropped by 3.3 percentage points (95% CI -6.3 to -0.2) 403 

among participants assigned to the NF message. Combining DN(70%) to NF had a 404 

transient added reduction in intent to vaccinate (3.5 percentage points, 95% CI -6.6 to -405 

0.5). None of the interventional arms were significantly effective at improving 406 

recommendation intent towards healthy adults and the elderly. Instead, recommendation 407 

intent towards healthy adults significantly fell in the DN(70%) and RC(S) arm by 3.8 408 

percentage points (95% CI -7.0 to -0.7) and 4.3 percentage points (95% CI -7.5 to -1.0) 409 

respectively. Intent to recommend healthy adults in the combination message arm 410 

containing DN dropped by 3.3 percentage points (95% CI -6.4 to -0.1) whilst the arm 411 

with RC(S) reduced by 3.2 percentage points (95% CI -6.4 to -0.0). Conversely, five 412 

interventional arms were significantly effective at improving recommendation intent to 413 

people with pre-existing health conditions. The DN arm showed highest significant 414 

improvements at 8 percentage points (95% CI 4.1 to 12.0). The PF was the second-best 415 

performing arm, improving intent by 5.6 percentage points (95% CI 1.7 to 9.5). The 416 

remaining arms showing significant improvements were the combination messages 417 

containing DN (4.2 percentage points, 95% CI 0.2 to 8.1), HCW (4.7 percentage points, 418 

95% CI 0.8 to 8.6), and RC(S) (4.6 percentage points, 95% CI 0.7 to 8.5) message.  419 
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 420 

 Being worried about the safety or side effects of the vaccine was the main reason 421 

for hesitancy, with 70% to 80% participants who were hesitant in each outcome 422 

answering as such.  A tabulation that shows the proportion of respondents citing reasons 423 

for hesitancy for each outcome can be found under online supplemental figures S2 to S5. 424 

We found no significant differences between all arms with respect to proportion of 425 

respondents citing this top reason (online supplemental table S4).   426 

 427 

    428 

Figure 2: Average marginal effects of predicted probabilities for each interventional arm relative to the control arm    for all primary 429 
outcome measures;  i) Intention to vaccinate ,  ii) Recommend healthy adults (Healthy adults) ,  iii) Recommend elderly (Elderly) ,  iv) 430 
Recommend people with pre-existing health conditions (Health condition). Scatter plots present point estimates, 95% confidence 431 
intervals and the line of indifference.432 
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 433 

Figure 3 shows forest plots with 95% confidence intervals for heterogeneous treatment 434 

effects that indicate definite intentions of accepting the COVID-19 vaccine and agreeing to 435 

recommend it. A summary of treatment effect values can be found under online supplemental 436 

tables S5 to S7. There is evidence showing certain sociodemographic groups are more impacted 437 

by our experimented messages. 438 

Subgroup analysis for participants aged below and above 30 years old was conducted. 439 

This grouping was selected to investigate if youths, who have much lesser risk for suffering 440 

severe disease but have their future wellbeing affected,[44] responded differently compared to 441 

the older age groups who have higher risk for serious complications.[45] Our analyses show that 442 

only the older participants were significantly affected by the NF message when applied alone or 443 

when in combination with DN(70%), registering a drop in intent by almost 5 percentage points. 444 

A similar drop in intent to recommend healthy adults was observed among the older age group 445 

and youths who were exposed to the RC(S) and PF message respectively. There was also an 446 

almost equal drop in intent to recommend the vaccine to elderly among older participants 447 

exposed to DN(70%) and RC(S). Both age groups responded positively to the DN message for 448 

intent to recommend people with health conditions, whereby youths and older people saw an 449 

increase in intent by 6.6 percentage points (95% CI 0.1 to 13.0)   and 8.7 percentage points (95% 450 

CI 3.7 to 13.8) respectively. Older people also showed an increase in intent to recommend by 5.3 451 

percentage points (95% CI 0.3 to 10.3) when exposed to PF. Intent increased to 7.4 percentage 452 

points (95% CI 2.5 to 12.3) when DN(70%) was added. Additionally, older people were 453 

positively influenced to recommend when DN(70%) was combined with HCW (6.5 percentage 454 

points, 95% CI 1.5 to 11.5). 455 
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  456 

 Between sexes, males were more negatively impacted by the NF message, having 457 

vaccination intent drop by 4.6 percentage points (95% CI -9.0 to -0.2). Vaccination intent further 458 

declined to 5.8 percentage points (95% CI -10.2 to -1.5) when DN(70%) was added. Females 459 

were more negatively influenced by the RC(S) message, causing a reduction in intent to 460 

recommend healthy adults by 4.8 percentage points (95% CI -9.5 to -0.0). However, both sexes 461 

had significantly increased intent to recommend people with health conditions when they were 462 

exposed to the DN message whereby intent improved by 6.8 percentage points (95% CI 1.2 to 463 

12.3) and 9.4 percentage points (95% CI 3.8 to 15.1) for males and females respectively. Males 464 

were also more positively influenced by both PF and RC(SE) messages. Moreover, males tended 465 

to positively respond when DN(70%) was combined with RC(S) whilst females exhibited a 466 

similar response when DN(70%) was combined with HCW. 467 

  468 

Subgroup analysis was conducted between participants with and without tertiary 469 

education to observe any differences in behavioral response to the messages, given that 470 

Malaysians with a bachelor’s degree or higher were more accepting of the COVID-19 471 

vaccine.[46] None of the messages significantly impacted vaccination intent among the two 472 

groups. However, several messages significantly reduced intent to recommend vaccine to healthy 473 

adults among participants with tertiary education. The DN(70%) arm showed the highest drop in 474 

intent (-7.9 percentage points, 95% CI -12.6 to -3.2), followed by the NF arm (- 5.7 percentage 475 

points, 95% CI -10.1 to -1.2), DN arm (-4.6 percentage points, 95% CI -8.8 to -0.3), and RC(S) 476 

arm (-4.5 percentage points, 95% CI -8.8 to -0.1). There were also significant reductions in intent 477 

between 5.5 to 6.6 percentage points among tertiary educated participants who were exposed to 478 
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combination messages containing PF and RC(S). However, participants without tertiary 479 

education had significantly lower intents to recommend elderly when exposed to combination 480 

messages containing NF (-7.2 percentage points, 95% CI -12.4 to -2.1) and RC(SE) (-5.5 481 

percentage points, 95% CI -10.6 to -0.5). Apart from DN(70%), HCW, and combination 482 

messages containing PF and RC(SE), all arms showed significant improvement in intent among 483 

those with tertiary education to recommend people with health conditions, ranging from 6.0 to 484 

9.3 percentage points. The only exception was the DN arm whereby intent improved between 7.3 485 

to 11.6 percentage points, irrespective of education level.   486 

 487 

 488 
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 489 
Figure 3: Sociodemographic determinants of average marginal treatment effects to select option of definitely intending to accept the vaccine and 490 
agreeing to recommend the vaccine based on age, sex and education for each treatment arm relative to control arm, with respect to all 4 primary 491 
outcome measures; i) Intention to vaccinate , ii) Recommend healthy adults (Healthy adults) , iii) Recommend elderly (Elderly) , iv) Recommend 492 
people with pre-existing health conditions (Health condition). Scatter plots present point estimates, 95% confidence intervals and the line of 493 
indifference.  494 
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 495 

Discussion 496 

 497 

 This study reports the results of one of the first experiments in the Southeast Asian 498 

region, and Malaysia specifically, that apply persuasive health messages to influence vaccine 499 

uptake and recommendation intentions. Hence, our results may serve as a reference benchmark 500 

of outcomes across various types of message frames from a middle-income country’s 501 

perspective.  502 

 503 

Our estimates suggest that employed persuasive messages neither improved intent to 504 

vaccinate, nor recommendation intent to healthy and older individuals. In contrast, we find 505 

significant and sizeable effect of persuasive messages in improving the intent to recommend the 506 

vaccine to people with health conditions across several experimental arms.  507 

 508 

Brief messages plus a short intervention time may have insufficiently addressed vaccine 509 

safety concerns to influence most of our outcomes. Moreover, consistent with the health belief 510 

model, concerns over vaccine safety are categorised as a perceived barrier towards vaccine 511 

uptake behaviour. Survey evidence among Malaysians documents both perceived benefits and 512 

perceived susceptibility as significant predictors of the intent to receive the COVID-19 vaccine 513 

in addition to barriers.[10] Hence, addressing only one predictor could be insufficient to 514 

influence vaccine hesitant individuals.    515 

 516 
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Attribute appeal is another possible reason driving the differences in recommendation 517 

intent between our studied outcomes. More than 80% of our participants agreed to recommend 518 

the vaccine to healthy adults at baseline. This observation suggests a general perception that 519 

healthy adults are fit enough to take the vaccine without any cause for safety concerns. Hence, 520 

addressing vaccine safety may not be a suitable nudge for the hesitant minority who may have 521 

deeper qualms about other issues. Conversely, about half of our participants were hesitant at 522 

baseline to recommend people with health issues. Such low baseline proportions may be driven 523 

by perceptions that vaccines are potentially harmful to individuals with pre-existing health 524 

conditions who may have higher susceptibility to vaccine adverse effects, given their poorer 525 

health state. This presumption is evidenced by the significant improvement in recommendation 526 

intent after exposure to several of our messages promoting vaccine safety, a key attribute that 527 

appealed to influenced participants. Similarly, vaccine safety may be a concern among 528 

participants who were hesitant to recommend the elderly, given that they are more frail and 529 

fragile to be recommended an intervention perceived as risky. However, the elderly are regarded 530 

highly in Asian societies such as Malaysia.[47] Given that our current sample skews towards 531 

younger individuals, recommending a perceived risky intervention to an elder may seem 532 

disrespectful. Therefore, persuasive vaccine safety messages proved insufficient to nudge those 533 

hesitant to recommend amidst an additional cultural barrier.  534 

 535 

Our descriptive norm messages are grounded on the perceived sense of safety generated 536 

from knowledge that a vast majority are taking or have taken the COVID-19 vaccine, making it a 537 

social norm deemed as the right choice. However, this norms effect proved ineffective in 538 

significantly raising self-vaccination intent compared to the control message, consistent with 539 
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COVID-19 vaccine studies involving norms.[22,23]. Helfinstein et al. also found that descriptive 540 

norms had little effect on risk recommendation to others, which reflects our negative 541 

observations with respect to vaccine recommendation.[48] However, we observe the DN 542 

message increasing recommendation intent to people with pre-existing health conditions. 543 

Message targeting may have made the DN message relatable to the recommended target group, 544 

since it highlights that many people with health conditions have tested and taken the COVID-19 545 

vaccine.[49] However, the addition of DN(70%) weakened this effect. DN(70%) on its own 546 

reduced intentions to recommend healthy adults. This backfire could be due to perceptions that 547 

70% of Malaysians, as stated in the DN(70%) message, is insufficient to be a convincing norm 548 

since mass media widely reports target inoculation rates of 80% by the government through the 549 

national immunisation programme.[50,51]  550 

  551 

Both NF and PF messages induced opposite effects in two separate outcome measures. 552 

The NF message reduced intent to accept the COVID-19 vaccine, whilst the PF message 553 

improved intentions to recommend people with health conditions. The former result was 554 

similarly observed when the DN(70%) message was added, indicating that the descriptive norm 555 

message did not strengthen or dampen the effects from the negative attribute frame. Generally, 556 

studies have shown attribute frames to be more effective when framed positively rather than 557 

negatively.[52–55] However, Barnes & Colagiuri found that both positive and negative attribute 558 

framed messages increased intentions to accept a booster dose among COVID-19 vaccinated 559 

participants if the offered vaccine was unfamiliar or familiar respectively.[21] Their findings 560 

differed from our results possibly because our participants have not been vaccinated but were 561 

already familiar with the type of COVID-19 vaccine offered that was being widely promoted on 562 
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mass media, given that our survey coincided with the national immunisation programme.[56–58] 563 

Inexperience towards the vaccine may have heightened negative safety perceptions arising from 564 

negative attribute framing whilst negating positive effects observed with positive attribute 565 

framing with respect to vaccination intent. A study involving influenza vaccine similarly found 566 

that participants who were exposed to negative framed messages had higher expectations or 567 

perceived severity of side effects as compared to their counterparts.[59] Interestingly, 568 

inexperience did not cloud positive perceptions arising from the PF message to drive improved 569 

intentions to recommend people with health conditions. Pre-conceived views that this target 570 

population is more susceptible to vaccine adverse effects given their poorer state of health may 571 

have been alleviated by this extra boost in safety perception. 572 

 573 

Participants exposed to the HCW message did not show any significant changes in intent 574 

for all outcome measures. There are several possible reasons. The social norm cue used with 575 

reference to the majority of healthcare workers already vaccinated was probably ineffective due 576 

to participants being unable to identify with the reference population used.[23] Furthermore, the 577 

message may not have provided the personal touch and physical interaction from a healthcare 578 

provider necessary to invoke changes in intent, a condition which is observed among studies 579 

reporting raised vaccination intents [27,60,61]. This explanation is further supported by findings 580 

from Motta et al. whereby vaccination intent did not differ from the control group when the 581 

message encouraging vaccine uptake came from a medical expert.[62] Additionally, leveraging 582 

the Director General of Health’s influence, who is a government official, may portray him as 583 

accomplishing a bureaucratic task driven by political motives.[63] The use of a celebrity who is 584 

viewed as politically neutral yet popular, could prove more efficacious, as shown in a study 585 
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which found celebrities inducing higher vaccine skepticism reductions compared to government 586 

officials or medical experts.[63] Interestingly, when both HCW and DN(70%) were combined, 587 

intent to recommend people with health conditions was significantly raised. This observation is 588 

probably borne from positive interactions between a low descriptive norm and a high injunctive 589 

norm. Recommendation from a convincing proportion of healthcare workers confers the 590 

perception that getting vaccinated is a socially desirable action that is expected to be done, which 591 

results in a high injunctive norm.[64] Habib etal. found that willingness to register as an organ 592 

donor increased when a low descriptive norm was combined with a high injunctive norm, as 593 

opposed to applying the norms individually.[65] This interaction arises by stoking a sense of 594 

responsibility to act after the incongruent norms makes salient regarding inconsistencies existing 595 

within the group.  Although unmeasured, we believe this sense of responsibility to recommend 596 

was invoked from this similar interaction. Our finding thus expands knowledge on normative 597 

influence by proving such interactions also exist for behavior recommendation.         598 

 599 

When risky choice framed messages were applied individually, only intent to recommend 600 

healthy adults was significantly negatively affected by RC(S). The use of death rates from 601 

COVID-19 could be perceived as an irrelevant risk to healthy adults, since most deaths are 602 

associated with elderly and people with medical issues.[66] A mismatch with the target group for 603 

recommendation could have led to drops in intent. Moreover, the number of deaths featured on 604 

the message may not be convincing enough to require a need for healthy people to take the 605 

vaccine. However, based on shifts in the point estimate, this effect was slightly reduced when 606 

DN(70%) was added together, presumably because the higher dosage of pro-vaccination 607 

messages counteracted the negative effects of each message when applied individually.[31] A 608 
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similar dose response interaction may be occurring when DN(70%) was combined with RC(S) to 609 

yield a significant increase in intent to recommend people with health conditions.  Although 610 

RC(S) and RC(SE) addressed safety attributes which are relevant to elderly and people with 611 

health conditions, their effects did not differ from the control message when applied alone. A 612 

possible reason lies with the message bringing attention to possible health risks associated with 613 

the vaccine such as deaths or blood clots. Despite the probability favouring vaccine uptake, the 614 

mention of these health risks may have caused hesitant individuals to remain hesitant for fear of 615 

recommending something harmful.   616 

 617 

 Our analysis on heterogeneity treatment effects revealed varied impacts of different 618 

messages for each socio-demographic variable. Intent to vaccinate for both older participants and 619 

males were negatively influenced by a negative attribute frame. Studies show older people have 620 

higher risk perceptions towards health related risks.[67] This characteristic makes them more 621 

susceptible to negatively framed attribute messages as negative frames heighten risk perception. 622 

Studies have also shown that men tend to be more optimistic about perceived susceptibility and 623 

severity from COVID-19,[68,69] rendering males being more likely to take a risk with 624 

contracting the virus as compared to taking a vaccine that is perceived unsafe due to the negative 625 

attribute framing effect. Our findings highlight the damaging effect such frames can cause 626 

amongst males who generally have higher vaccination intentions compared to females.[70]  627 

 628 

 Most of the messages which induced positive intents to recommend people with health 629 

conditions impacted the older age group, males, and those with a tertiary education. There are 630 

several postulations to this pattern of results. Studies show that self-esteem increases with 631 
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age.[71,72] This may confer older people with more confidence to recommend the vaccine if 632 

there is information that supports this action. Moreover, our youths may be more hesitant to 633 

recommend even when nudged as Malaysia practices a collectivist culture.[47] People with 634 

medical condition tend to be older, which makes it more challenging for youths to recommend 635 

due to social hierarchy barriers. In terms of males having higher intents, we postulate differences 636 

in risk acceptance as a possible explanation. Recommending a health intervention involves some 637 

risk taking since it advocates something that may bring risk to another individual. Studies have 638 

shown males have higher risk taking behaviour compared to females.[73] Therefore, males could 639 

be more willing to accept risks associated with recommendation, thus responding positively to 640 

more of the messages compared to females. On the other hand, behavioural differences to 641 

recommend based on education level are probably related to cognitive capabilities to synthesize 642 

information and perceived vaccine safety. People with tertiary education could have understood 643 

and synthesised the health messages better to infer that the vaccine was safe to be used by people 644 

with health issues. Being higher educated also gives more confidence and a higher sense of 645 

social responsibility to recommend.  646 

 647 

 Individuals with tertiary education were also more impacted by messages which reduced 648 

intent to recommend healthy adults. A deeper synthesis of messages by those who have higher 649 

education does not necessarily produce positive results and could backfire instead. These people 650 

may tend to have more complex interpretations amidst wider information obtained from various 651 

sources, resulting in certain messages inducing negative responses. Studies have shown that there 652 

is strong associations between education level and extent of COVID-19 related knowledge, both 653 

factual and perceived.[74,75] Coupled with a lesser perceived severity of the virus by more 654 
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educated individuals, these messages may have been interpreted with a risk benefit analysis to 655 

suggest healthy individuals not requiring the vaccine.[75] 656 

 657 

Limitations 658 

 659 

 Our experiment exhibits the following limitations. Study outcomes measured how 660 

messages affect intent and do not really indicate whether participants would actually receive or 661 

recommend the vaccine in reality. Although actual vaccination behaviour should be the prime 662 

outcome of interest, intent has been shown to be a strong predictor for behavioural actions over 663 

various contexts, even for actual vaccination uptake.[76] However, significant intention-behavior 664 

gaps for vaccination has been shown to exist,[77] with a study even concluding that nudges are 665 

ineffective at significantly raising actual COVID-19 vaccination rates.[18] Previous research 666 

have also shown differing results when applying behavioral nudges to promote COVID-19 667 

vaccination under experimental conditions versus in the field.[78] These findings underscore the 668 

need to field test behavioural interventions that are proven successful in survey experiments to 669 

confirm their true effectiveness under real world conditions.   670 

 671 

The extent of misinformation that participants were exposed to prior to our experiment 672 

was not measured. Misinformation has been proven to significantly affect vaccination intent.[43] 673 

Actual vaccination rates declined depending on the theme and quantity of misinformation 674 

exposure.[13] Therefore, misinformation exposure may be a strong predictor for resisting nudges 675 

from health messages. Future studies should find ways of incorporating this measure to further 676 

elucidate true effectiveness of messages under various levels of misinformation exposure.   677 
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 678 

The dynamic nature of the COVID-19 pandemic may have altered attitudes towards the 679 

COVID-19 vaccines since our experiment was initiated. This is especially so after the vaccines 680 

have been safely rolled out and shown to be effective as time progresses. Hence, the efficacy of 681 

these messages may have changed over the course of the pandemic.  682 

 683 

Lastly, we did not specify any particular COVID-19 vaccine when asking participants to 684 

take or recommend. During the experimental survey roll out, vaccines from three different 685 

companies were widely mentioned in Malaysia, namely Pfizer-BioNTech, Oxford/Astra Zeneca, 686 

and Sinovac.[58,79] Each of these vaccines were developed using different technologies to yield 687 

differing effectiveness and safety profiles. The public may hold differing views about the 688 

vaccines based on the familiarity of the technology used to develop them. Hence, we were 689 

unsure whether responses obtained were based on a particular vaccine in mind or aggregated in 690 

nature.  691 

 692 

Further work 693 

 694 

Explanations regarding behavioural responses observed were inferred based on past 695 

research. More in depth qualitative research based on theoretical frameworks should be 696 

conducted to gain a firmer understanding on how these messages affect individual perceptions 697 

that result in provided responses. Additionally, more research should be conducted to understand 698 

the science behind individuals recommending healthcare interventions to others, as this aspect of 699 

knowledge in the health behavioural field is scarce.  700 
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 701 

 702 

Conclusion: 703 

 704 

Despite safety being the main concern for COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy, crafting 705 

messages that focus solely on this attribute does not significantly improve vaccination intent or 706 

vaccine recommendation, except to people who have pre-existing health conditions. Our findings 707 

prove that addressing a single attribute that is of highest concern for vaccine hesitancy may not 708 

necessarily improve vaccination uptake  709 

 710 

We documented several examples where combining messages weakened or strengthened 711 

intent, thus providing further proof about message interactions between different frames. A 712 

deeper understanding of such interactions is needed, especially when conducting health 713 

promotion campaigns that utilise a series of messages together to influence individual decision 714 

making.  715 

 716 

Our study suggests two important findings. Firstly, persuasive messages aimed at 717 

influencing vaccination decisions should incorporate a combination of factors linked to hesitancy 718 

instead of only one single attribute. Lastly, messages incorporating safety dimensions are capable 719 

of updating the belief of individuals to advocate an intervention that was previously deemed 720 

risky to a vulnerable population. This evidence suggests that persuasive messages should 721 

emphasize on safety when promoting recommendation of novel health interventions to 722 
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individuals with pre-existing health conditions, especially if the intervention is perceived as 723 

harmful to them.  724 

 725 

 726 

Data availability statement 727 

The dataset used for this study belongs to the Ministry of Health, Malaysia. Hence, the dataset 728 

may be available from the corresponding author via a formal request through relevant authorities 729 

at the Ministry of Health, Malaysia. 730 

 731 

Informed Consent Statement  732 

 733 

Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study. Participants consented to 734 

participation if they clicked on an informed consent button after reading the online survey’s 735 

introductory section and participant information sheet.   736 

 737 

Ethics statements  738 
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plans of our research. 746 

 747 

Ethics approval 748 

Ethical approval for this study was granted by the Medical Research Ethics Committee of the 749 

Ministry of Health Malaysia on 25 Feb 2021 (KKM/NIHSEC/ P21-130 (4)). 750 

 751 

Acknowledgments 752 

We would like to thank the Director General of Health Malaysia for his permission to publish 753 

this article. We would also like to thank the team at Dynata for their efficient service in making 754 

the data collection process for this study a success.  755 

 756 

Contributors  757 

NYLH, YLW, YKL, NML and JCF contributed to the conception and design of the study.  758 

NYLH, YLW, YKL, NML, JKH, EW, KP, NHAS and AI contributed to content and design of 759 

experimented messages, and questionnaire development. Questionnaire and message validation 760 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 18, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.17.22273942doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.17.22273942
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


38 

 

was conducted by NYLH, YLW, YKL, NML, KP and NHAS. Project management was handled 761 

by NYLH.  NYLH and CTL conducted statistical analysis. JCF was consulted for data analysis.  762 

Visualisations of results were prepared by NYHL. NYHL wrote the original draft of the 763 

manuscript. JCF supervised the drafting of the manuscript. All authors interpreted the results and 764 

critically reviewed the drafts of this manuscript. All authors read and approved the final 765 

manuscript. 766 

 767 

Funding  768 

 769 

This study was supported by an Australian aid initiative from the Department of Foreign Affairs 770 

and Trade of the Australian Government for COVID-19 Vaccines Strategic Communications 771 

(Award number: SM210337). Funding was mainly used to engage the services of Dynata to 772 

execute the online survey. The funder had no involvement in the study design, data collection, 773 

analysis or interpretation of the study. 774 

 775 

Competing Interests  776 

 777 

The views expressed are those of the author(s) and not necessarily those of the Malaysian 778 

Ministry of Health, United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) Malaysia, University Malaya or 779 

The London School of Economics and Political Science. JKH and EW are employees of 780 

UNICEF, Malaysia and assisted with administrating the funds that supported the work reported 781 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 18, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.17.22273942doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.17.22273942
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


39 

 

in this paper. Funding was channelled from the funder to UNICEF, Malaysia under a cooperation 782 

agreement. All other authors declare no competing interest. 783 

 784 

Exclusive License statement 785 

 786 

 I, the Submitting Author has the right to grant and does grant on behalf of all authors of the 787 

Work (as defined in the below author licence), an exclusive licence and/or a non-exclusive 788 

licence for contributions from authors who are: i) UK Crown employees; ii) where BMJ has 789 

agreed a CC-BY licence shall apply, and/or iii) in accordance with the terms applicable for US 790 

Federal Government officers or employees acting as part of their official duties; on a worldwide, 791 

perpetual, irrevocable, royalty-free basis to BMJ Publishing Group Ltd (“BMJ”) its licensees and 792 

where the relevant Journal is co-owned by BMJ to the co-owners of the Journal, to publish the 793 

Work in BMJ Global Health and any other BMJ products and to exploit all rights, as set out in 794 

our license. 795 

 796 

The Submitting Author accepts and understands that any supply made under these terms is made 797 

by BMJ to the Submitting Author unless you are acting as an employee on behalf of your 798 

employer or a postgraduate student of an affiliated institution which is paying any applicable 799 

article publishing charge (“APC”) for Open Access articles. Where the Submitting Author 800 

wishes to make the Work available on an Open Access basis (and intends to pay the relevant 801 

APC), the terms of reuse of such Open Access shall be governed by a Creative Commons licence 802 

– details of these licences and which Creative Commons licence will apply to this Work are set 803 

out in our licence referred to above. 804 

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

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 18, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.17.22273942doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.04.17.22273942
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/


40 

 

 805 

 806 

Author Reflexivity Statement 807 

 808 
1. How does this study address local research and policy priorities? 809 

 810 

This study addresses the need to investigate what message frames are effective at influencing Malaysians 811 

to take up the COVID-19 vaccine, as well as recommending it to others in society. At the time of the 812 

study, Malaysia was just only rolling out the COVID-19 vaccination programme and there was an urgent 813 

need to determine what message frames would be effective to bolster vaccination registration and uptake 814 

rates.    815 

  816 

2. How were local researchers involved in study design? 817 

 818 

The first group of local researchers who initiated the research question and idea were NYLH and YLW. 819 

Both researchers were based at the Institute for Clinical Research at the Malaysian National Institute of 820 

Health and were well connected and capable of conducting, leading, and organising local and 821 

international research collaborations. The second group of researchers who were invited by the core team 822 

to plan and discuss the conduct of the research project were local researchers based in local academic, 823 

research and government policy institutions (YKL, NML, KP, NHAS and AI). These researchers were 824 

from a diverse background and had intermediate to advanced research skills that helped solidify the study 825 

design. The third group of local researchers consisted were from a non-governmental organisation (JKH 826 

and EW) and had specific experience in risk communication, which is a vital part of this study.  JCF was 827 

the only research member who was based abroad in a high-income country. JCF was invited to join the 828 

study to provide his expertise related to behavioral economics. Therefore, almost the entire research team 829 

who are based in a middle-income country were actively involved with the study design. Our researcher 830 
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that is based in a high income country was mainly responsible for providing guidance and support in 831 

terms of ensuring study design and interventions used were valid and scientifically sound. 832 

 833 

 834 

3. How has funding been used to support the local research team? 835 

 836 

Funding was mainly used to engage the services of an international market research compan (i.e. Dynata) 837 

to conduct the study’s online survey through their survey panel in Malaysia.  838 

 839 

 840 

4. How are research staff who conducted data collection acknowledged?  841 

 842 

All members of the research team were included into the authorship of this paper as a form of 843 

acknowledgement for their contributions offered.   844 

 845 

5. Do all members of the research partnership have access to study data? 846 

 847 

All members of the partnership have access to the data except JCF. This exception is due to data 848 

confidentiality and security restrictions imposed by the Malaysian government for government owned 849 

data. Data cannot be transferred abroad unless a formal application is applied by the foreign party.   850 

 851 

6. How was data used to develop analytical skills within the partnership?  852 

 853 
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JCF was consulted by members of the Malaysian research team who were tasked with data analysis. 854 

Knowledge transfer obtained from consultations provided sufficient analytical skills needed to analyse 855 

data.    856 

 857 

7. How have research partners collaborated in interpreting study data? 858 

 859 

Two online meetings were held among all study team members during the process of study data 860 

interpretations. Meetings involved presenting summary of data collected, discussion of analysis plans, 861 

presentation of draft and finalized results, and data interpretations. Three other separate online meetings 862 

were held between NYLH, CTL and JCF to discuss further queries and data interpretation during 863 

manuscript write up.   864 

 865 

8. How were research partners supported to develop writing skills? 866 

 867 

NYLH, who is the main author of the current manuscript, was guided and supported by JCF who is a 868 

senior academic at the London School of Economics and Political Science. Guidance and support entailed 869 

writing style, techniques to formulate critical discussions, and assistance in editing the final manuscript.    870 

 871 

9. How will research products be shared to address local needs?  872 

 873 

Research outputs were shared to local and international stakeholders who were involved with risk 874 

communication activities to improve COVID-19 vaccination uptake among Malaysians. These included 875 

the Health Education Division at the Malaysian Ministry of Health, the World Health Organisation 876 

(Western Pacific Region) and UNICEF, Malaysia.   877 

 878 
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 879 

10. How is the leadership, contribution and ownership of this work by LMIC researchers 880 

recognised within the authorship? 881 

 882 

Authors NYLH and JCF worked as part of the authorship team in developing this manuscript. Their 883 

contribution has been recognised as joint first and joint last authors respectively. Hence both middle 884 

income and high income country authors share main authorships for this paper, amidst an authorship team 885 

that is predominantly based in a middle-income country.  886 

 887 

11. How have early career researchers across the partnership been included within the authorship 888 

team?  889 

 890 

We have included an early career researcher (NML) within the authorship team. She attended all project 891 

meetings, contributed to the literature review, and assisted with both the development and validation of 892 

the survey questionnaire and experimental messages. We acknowledge that she is based in a middle-893 

income country. 894 

 895 

12. How has gender balance been addressed within the authorship? 896 

 897 

Seven authors are male (NYLH, YLW, CTL, YKL, JKH, AI and JCF) and AI) and four authors are 898 

female (NML, EW, KP and NHAS). We admit that gender balance was slightly skewed towards males in 899 

this study’s authorship list. We hope to ensure a more gender balanced group of authors in the future.  900 

 901 

13. How has the project contributed to training of LMIC researchers? 902 

 903 
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The project has exposed and taught Malaysian researchers in the team on how to conduct behavioral 904 

insights research work, along with data analysis techniques arising from such projects.  905 

 906 

14. How has the project contributed to improvements in local infrastructure? 907 

 908 

This project has not directly contributed to improvements in local infrastructure. 909 

 910 

15. What safeguarding procedures were used to protect local study participants and researchers? 911 

 912 

Local study participants were safeguarded by not collecting their personal identifiers throughout the 913 

online survey. Dynata does not share personal information of participants who responded to the survey, in 914 

accordance to data privacy policies. This question is not directly applicable to researchers as the study 915 

conduct only requires recruited participants to answer an online survey. 916 
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