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Abstract: Although many research studies have concentrated on people’s willingness to take the
COVID-19 vaccine, little attention has been paid to the underlying mechanism of consent. An
understanding of potential factors and mechanisms that affect the willingness to receive a vaccination
can contribute information critical for containing the pandemic. This study explored the effects of
post-vaccination adverse reactions on the willingness to take the booster dose and the role of decision
regret. A self-administered online survey was carried out in Taizhou, China. Questionnaires were
completed by 1085 healthcare workers (HCWs), 1054 (97.1%) of whom had completed two doses
of the COVID-19 vaccine. Mediation analysis methodology was applied in this study. Our study
showed that post-vaccination adverse reactions in HCWs could decrease their willingness to take the
booster dose. Of note, HCWs who experienced adverse reactions after vaccination would be more
likely to regret their previous vaccination decisions, which, in turn, further reduced their willingness
to receive a booster shot. Decision regret mediated the relationship between adverse post-vaccination
reactions and a willingness to take the booster dose. The findings implied inextricable relationships
among post-vaccination adverse reactions, decision regret, and willingness to take the booster dose.
It is suggested that notice of these post-vaccination adverse reactions should be further incorporated
into vaccine communication campaigns and policy interventions advocating booster doses to improve
vaccine uptake intent and increase the willingness to receive booster doses of a COVID-19 vaccine.

Keywords: healthcare workers; willingness; vaccination adverse reaction; decision regret; COVID-19
booster vaccine

1. Introduction

In December 2019, the outbreak of coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19) was initially
detected in Wuhan, China [1]. The World Health Organization (WHO) declared COVID-19
a worldwide pandemic in March 2020. The ongoing COVID-19 pandemic has caused a
serious public health burden worldwide, placing millions of people at risk [2,3]. Based on
epidemiological data, droplets from face-to-face contact during conversation, coughing,
or sneezing appear to be the most common mechanism of spread [4]. As healthcare
workers (HCWs) are in direct contact with COVID-19 patients, they are vulnerable to this
highly infectious virus. Thus, as a response to the pandemic, safe and effective preventive
vaccines were a potentially useful tool that could be used to reduce transmission rates and
subsequent infections [5,6].

Recently, there have been reports of SARS-CoV-2 infection, hospitalization, or even
death due to COVID-19 in some people who had completed both doses of the vaccine [7].
This poses new challenges for the regular prevention and control of outbreaks. The
COVID-19 pandemic is still dangerous and, therefore, needs to be taken seriously. In
addition, SARS-CoV-2 was prone to mutation, and vaccine effectiveness has decreased over
time, which has been thought to have contributed to the re-emergence of the pandemic [8].
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Hence, timely vaccination with the third booster dose to further increase the neutralizing
antibody titer in the body can supplement and improve the declining protective efficacy
of the vaccine and also protect against a new SARS-CoV-2 variant that may emerge at
any time.

HCWs have a higher risk of SARS-CoV-2 infection [9,10]. Hence, the vaccination of
healthcare workers can interrupt the spread of SARS-CoV-2 and induce beneficial ripple
effects in the broader community, which is necessary to create herd immunity in all the
groups that may contribute to SARS-CoV-2 transmission. To date, most research on booster
vaccination with the COVID-19 vaccine has concentrated on the investigation of individuals’
willingness to take booster injections, with little attention being paid to the underlying
mechanism. Understanding the mechanism of the willingness to receive the booster dose
among HCWs is important to increase booster vaccination in the general population, which
in turn can better control the pandemic.

Previous studies showed that the most commonly reported negative reactions after
vaccination included pain at the place of vaccination, pain in the muscles and bones, general
poor feelings, and fever [11]. Regardless of the vaccine, these adverse reactions influenced
about 1/4 of the population [12]. It is a matter of great interest to investigate whether these
post-vaccination adverse reactions affect people’s willingness to receive booster shots. As
we know, individuals are usually faced with difficult decisions about their health and may
later regret the choices they have made. Research found that an adverse physical health
outcome was one of the risk factors most frequently reported to be related to decision
regret [13]. Therefore, in this research, we aimed to study the relationship between post-
vaccination adverse reactions, decision regret, and willingness to take the booster dose of
the COVID-19 vaccine.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Study Design

We organized a cross-sectional online survey in the WeChat-incorporated Wen-Juan
Xing platform. The target population was HCWs in a medical center in Taizhou, China. The
samples included health professionals, such as doctors, nurses, and medical technicians,
and administrative support workers, such as janitors, nursing aides, and dietary aides.
Participants received the survey via WeChat or e-mail, and they answered the questionnaire
by visiting the Uniform Resource Location (URL) or by scanning the Quick Response
(QR) code on their mobile phones between 31 August and 8 September 2021. A total
of 1103 questionnaires were collected. We then conducted an initial check of the data.
Participants who were under 18 years old were excluded, and samples that were submitted
repeatedly were discarded. We obtained 1085 valid questionnaires.

This survey study was approved by the Ethics Committee of Taizhou Hospital, Zhe-
jiang Province, China (Approval number: K20210823). All procedures were conducted in
accordance with the guidelines of our institutional Ethics Committee and in compliance
with the principles of the Declaration of Helsinki. The participation of interviewees in the
survey was considered to be informed consent. We did not ask for a separate written form
of informed consent in order to preserve respondents’ anonymity. Information about all
respondents was kept anonymous.

2.2. Questionnaires

The main contents of the questionnaire were as follows: (1) basic demographic informa-
tion, including age, sex, education, occupation, professional title, and underlying diseases;
(2) vaccination history, such as COVID-19 vaccination status and post-vaccination adverse
reactions (HCWs who had completed two doses of COVID-19 vaccination were identified
by a question asking whether respondents had been vaccinated against COVID-19. The
three response categories were as follows: (a) none, (b) once, and (c) twice. We also asked
the participants if they had any adverse reactions after vaccination, which was answered
with yes or no); (3) decision regret, which includes 5 items, as follows [14]: (a) The decisions
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were right; (b) I regret the choices that were made; (c) I would go for the same choice if I
had to do it over again; (d) the choices did me a lot of harm; (e) the decisions were wise
ones (each item was answered on a five-point bipolar intensity scale. Participants evaluated
the statements by circling a number from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). Items
(b) and (d) were phrased in the negative to avoid acquiescence bias. After reversing the
scores of these two items, the overall sum score was produced by taking the sum of the five
items); (4) the willingness to take the booster dose was measured by asking whether the
participants were willing to receive the booster dose of the COVID-19 vaccine.

2.3. Mediation Analysis

Mediation models have been widely utilized to explore the potential mechanism
of an independent variable on a response variable, and whether there was a variable
that mediated the above relationship [15,16]. This analysis could have important policy
consequences since mediation analysis plays an important role in understanding the
mechanism whereby the change in one variable potentially causes a change in another.
In this study, exposure (X) comprised post-vaccination adverse reactions (yes or no); the
potential mediator (M) was decision regret; the outcome (Y) was the willingness to take the
booster dose of COVID-19 vaccine (yes or no).

We concentrated on the case of a binary outcome (Y) and a continuous mediator (M),
and adopted the following three regression models for mediation analysis:

logit(P(Y = 1)) =1 + 7YX +6'Z + &1, (1)
M=cy+aX+60TZ+e, ()
logit(P(Y = 1)) = c3 + 7" X + pM + 07 Z + &3, 3)

where Equation (1) described the relation of an independent variable and a response
variable (X and Y); Equation (2) characterized the relation of an independent variable and
a mediator (X and M); Equation (3) summarized the relationship between the independent
variable, the mediator, and the response variable (X, M, and Y); Z was the covariates, such
as age and sex; 7y was the total effect of the exposure on the outcome; « was the effect of the
exposure on the mediator; v* was the direct effect of the exposure on the outcome;  was
the effect of the mediator on the outcome; ¢y, cp, and c3 were the intercept terms; €1, €3, and
&3 were the residual terms.
Mediation effects were commonly tested via a regression-based modeling approach [17-19].
The first step was to identify whether there was a significant relationship between X and Y.
The second step was to determine whether the relation of X and M was significant. The
final step was to regress Y on both X and M. Then, to test the mediation effect, we applied
the joint test method [20]. This method considered the path-specific p-values and provided
an estimate as follows.
P = max(Py, Pg). 4)

Thus, we could conclude that the variable M was the intermediator between the
exposure and the outcome if p < 0.05.

2.4. Statistical Analysis

In this study, our main purpose was to explore the relationship between post-vaccination
adverse reactions, decision regret, and willingness to take the booster dose of the COVID-19
vaccine. The framework of the above relationship was characterized in Figure 1. The
exposure we considered here consisted of adverse reactions after vaccination; the potential
mediator was the score of decision regret; the outcome was the willingness to take a
booster dose of COVID-19 vaccine. We conducted mediation analysis based on the above
mediation models and adjusted for covariates including age, sex, education, occupation,
and underlying diseases.
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Figure 1. The directed acyclic graph describes the relation among post-vaccination adverse reactions,
decision regret, and willingness of taking the booster dose of COVID-19 vaccine.

Categorical variables of the basic demographic characteristics were presented as counts
and percentages. We applied a chi-square test to initially identify the possible factors of
the outcome. Finally, we adopted the three regression models (i.e., Equations (1)-(3)) to
perform the mediation analysis. Variables considered statistically significant should have a
p-value < 0.05. All statistical analyses were implemented via R software, version 4.1.0 (R
Project for Statistical Computing).

3. Results
3.1. Characteristics of the Study Participants

We obtained 1085 valid questionnaires, and 1054 (97.1%) respondents had completed
their course of two COVID-19 vaccinations. Table 1 summarizes the basic characteristics of
the respondents, including post-vaccination adverse reactions, age, sex, education, occupa-
tion, professional titles, and underlying disease. Among the study participants, 123 (11.7%)
had adverse reactions after both vaccinations. Their average age was 34.2 & 8.5 years old,
and most were aged below 40 years old, accounting for 78.6% of study respondents. There
were 165 (15.7%) males and 889 (84.3%) females. Sixty-three point six percent (63.6%) of
the respondents were nurses, and more than half of the participants (67.3%) held only
undergraduate degrees. The vast majority of participants did not have any underlying
diseases (88.5%).

Table 1. Baseline characteristics of the healthcare workers (N n = 1054).
o c Sample
Characteristics ategory Number Percentage (%)
Post-vaccination adverse reaction No 931 88.3
Yes 123 11.7
Age (years) <30 363 34.4
30~39 466 442
40~49 183 17.4
>50 42 4.0
Sex Male 165 15.7
Female 889 84.3
Education Senior Secondary and below 71 6.7
Junior college 162 154
Undergraduate 709 67.3
Graduate 112 10.6
Occupation Doctor 174 16.5
Nurse 670 63.6
Medical Technician 127 12.0
Others 83 7.9




Vaccines 2022, 10, 1229

50f11

Table 1. Cont.

Cat Sample
Characteristics oy Number Percentage (%)
Professional titles Internship 18 1.7
Primary grade 447 424
Medium grade 359 34.1
Associate professor 86 8.1
Professor 47 45
Others 97 9.2
Underlying disease Yes 121 11.5
No 933 88.5
Note: underlying disease includes hypertension, diabetes, cardiovascular disease, chronic respiratory disease,
chronic kidney disease, chronic liver disease, and cancer.
The results with respect to the incidence of willingness to take the booster dose of
COVID-19 vaccine, overall and by subgroups of HCWs, are presented in Table 2. A total of
917 (87%) respondents were willing to receive the booster injection. There was a significant
difference in willingness to be vaccinated between respondents with post-vaccination
adverse reactions and those without (x? = 22.192, p-value < 0.001). For participants without
adverse reactions after vaccination, 88.8% were willing to take the booster dose, while for
those with adverse reactions, only 73.2% were willing to receive it. Moreover, the results
of a univariate analysis illustrated that age, sex, education, occupation, professional title,
and underlying disease had no significant difference in vaccination intention. However,
we could observe a higher willingness to receive vaccination in some subgroups. For
example, 92.9% of respondents above 50 years old were willing to receive the booster dose.
Participants with junior college education levels, medical technicians, and those who had
no underlying diseases also had a higher willingness to receive the booster dose.
Table 2. Univariate analysis of factors associated with willingness to take the booster dose of
COVID-19 vaccine.
Variables Category n Y% x> p-Value
Total 1054 87.0
Post-vaccination adverse reaction 22.192 <0.001
No 931 88.8
Yes 123 73.2
Age(years) 2.542 0.468
<30 363 86.8
30~39 466 85.8
40~49 183 89.1
>50 42 929
Sex 0.241 0.624
Male 165 88.5
Female 889 86.7
Education 3.315 0.346
Senior Secondary and below 71 87.3
Junior college 162 91.4
Undergraduate 709 86.2
Graduate 112 85.7
Occupation 6.448 0.092
Doctor 174 83.3
Nurse 670 86.6
Medical Technician 127 92.3

Others 83 89.2
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Table 2. Cont.

Variables Category n % x2 p-Value
Professional titles 2.316 0.678
Primary grade and below 465 86.7
Medium grade 359 86.1
Associate professor 86 88.4
Professor 47 93.6
Others 97 87.6
Underlying disease 3.787 0.052
Yes 121 81.0
No 933 87.8

3.2. Correlations between the Main Study Variables

The correlation coefficients are provided in Table 3. Post-vaccination adverse reaction
had a positive correlation with decision regret (r = 0.14, p-value < 0.001) and a negative
correlation with willingness to take the booster dose (r = —0.15, p-value < 0.001). Decision
regret was negatively correlated with willingness to receive the booster dose (r = —0.22,
p-value < 0.001). To conclude, the results of correlation analysis showed that the pairwise
combinations of the above three variables were significant and illustrated that there was a
correlation between post-vaccination adverse reaction, decision regret, and willingness to
take the booster dose.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics and correlations among study variables (1 = 1054).

Variables Descriptive 1 2 3
1. Post-vaccination adverse reaction (Yes) 123 (11.7%) 1.00
2. Decision regret 8.6 (+3.5) 0.14 *** 1.00
3. Willingness to take the booster dose (Yes) 917 (87.0%) —0.15 *** —0.22 *** 1.00

Note: ***, p < 0.001. For the category variable, we used count (percentage) for the description, while for the
continuous variable, we used mean (+sd).

3.3. Testing for the Mediation Model

The results of the mediation analyses for the relationship between post-vaccination
adverse reaction, decision regret, and willingness to take the booster dose, adjusting for age,
sex, education, occupation, and underlying disease, are presented in Table 4. Furthermore,
we also present the path-specific effects in Figure 2.

Table 4. Testing of the mediating role of decision regret.

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
OR 95%CI B 95%CI OR 95%CI

Variable

Independent variable
Post-vaccination adverse reaction (No)

Yes 0.37 *** 0.23~0.59 1.63 *** 0.98~2.28 0.46 ** 0.29~0.74
Mediator
Decision regret 0.84 *** 0.80~0.89
Controlled variable
Age (<30)
30~39 1.18 0.76~1.84 —0.30 —0.82~0.21 1.14 0.72~1.80
40~49 1.54 0.83~2.95 —0.58 —1.26~0.10 1.44 0.75~2.82
>50 2.75 0.86~12.46 —0.20 —1.36~0.95 2.64 0.83~11.85
Sex (Male)

Female 0.75 0.37~1.48 0.18 —0.55~0.91 0.78 0.38~1.55
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Table 4. Cont.

Variable

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

OR 95%CI B 95%CI OR 95%CI

Education (Senior Secondary and below)

Junior college 3.10* 1.01~9.56 —1.69 ** —2.83~—0.55 2.53 0.79~7.95
Undergraduate 1.95 0.70~5.17 —1.80 *** —2.83~—0.78 1.55 0.54~4.23
Graduate 2.21 0.63~7.64 —2.21 ** —3.52~-0.89 1.56 0.43~5.62
Occupation (Doctor)
Nurse 1.62 0.81~3.08 —0.54 —1.35~0.27 143 0.71~2.76
Medical Technician 3.21*% 1.34~8.32 —0.92* —1.81~-0.03 2.67 * 1.10~7.02
Others 2.33 0.82~7.21 0.28 —0.85~1.41 2.39 0.82~7.56
Underlying disease (No)
Yes 0.56 * 0.33~0.97 —0.08 —0.75~0.59 0.54 % 0.32~0.94
Note: ***, p-value < 0.001; **, p-value < 0.01; ¥, p-value < 0.05. The outcome of Model 1 and 3 was willingness
of taking the booster dose of COVID-19 vaccine (1 denotes “Yes”); the outcome of Model 2 was decision regret.
Abbreviation: OR, odds ratio; CI, confidence interval; B, standardized beta regression coefficient.
Decision regret
a =163
Post-vaccination adverse y =-078 Willingness of taking the
reaction booster dose

Figure 2. Pathway between post-vaccination adverse reaction, decision regret, and willingness of
taking the booster dose. The description of &, 8, and v* can be found in Equations (1)-(3).

Firstly, the effect of post-vaccination adverse reaction on participants” willingness to
take the booster dose was significant (p-value < 0.001). Compared with participants who
had no adverse reactions after vaccination, those with post-vaccination adverse reactions
were less likely to receive the booster dose (OR = 0.37, 95%CI: 0.23~0.59). Hence, post-
vaccination adverse reaction was a significant factor affecting the willingness to take the
booster injection. Secondly, compared to respondents without post-vaccination adverse
reactions, those who experienced adverse reactions had higher decision regret scores
(B =1.63, 95%Cl: 0.98~2.28). The effect of post-vaccination adverse reaction on decision
regret was also significant (p-value < 0.001).

Thirdly, the impact of decision regret on willingness to take the booster dose was
also significant after controlling for post-vaccination adverse reactions (OR = 0.84, 95%ClI:
0.80~0.89, p-value < 0.001), which suggested that participants who regretted their previous
decisions were less likely to obtain a booster shot. Finally, the effect of post-vaccination
adverse reaction on willingness to take the booster dose remained significant (OR = 0.46,
95% CI: 0.29~0.74, p-value < 0.01). All models were adjusted for potential covariates
including age, gender, education level, occupation, and underlying disease. Compared
to doctors, medical technicians were more willing to take the booster dose. Moreover,
participants with underlying diseases had less willingness to take the booster dose than
did those without. The joint test indicated that the mediation effect of decision regret on
the relationship between post-vaccination adverse reactions and willingness of taking the
booster dose was significant (P = max(Pg,, Py,) < 0.05). This implies that decision regret
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could significantly mediate the effect of post-vaccination adverse reactions on willingness
to take the booster dose.

4. Discussion
4.1. Clinical Implications

The COVID-19 pandemic has dramatically impacted the lives of people worldwide
and caused significant disease and economic burdens around the world. Vaccination was
considered an effective and safe way to control and prevent infectious diseases. Considering
that the outbreak might continue to have an influence on human beings, we may have
to be prepared for ongoing vaccinations. In China, the healthcare vaccination program
is well organized and high vaccination rates are expected among HCWs. However, few
researchers have explored the potential mechanisms within the willingness to take the
booster dose.

This research aimed to explore the relationship between post-vaccination adverse
reactions and willingness to take the booster dose and those potential mechanisms. We
focused on healthcare workers who had completed their two-step vaccination. In this
study, we found that individuals’ having post-vaccination adverse reactions had a neg-
ative correlation with willingness to take the booster dose. Moreover, participants who
experienced adverse reactions after vaccination were more likely to regret their previous
vaccination decisions. In addition, respondents who had higher decision regret scores had
less willingness to receive the booster dose. The results showed that regret over previous
decisions could significantly mediate the impact of post-vaccination adverse reactions on
willingness to take the booster dose. To the best of our knowledge, this paper is one of the
few studies on the influence of post-vaccination adverse reactions on the willingness to
receive a booster dose.

Several studies have been conducted to investigate the immunogenicity, safety, and
efficacy of the booster dose against COVID-19, which provides strong scientific evidence
that the booster dose of COVID-19 vaccine can improve the titer and protective range
of neutralizing antibodies [21-23]. The results of this study showed that 87% of respon-
dents would take the booster dose, which was lower than the acceptance rate of primary
vaccination reported in previous studies in China (91.3%) [24]. In addition, there have
been a number of studies concentrated on the effects of different aspects of the vaccination
rate [25-28]. For example, a survey conducted among Chileans found that respondents who
trust COVID-19 vaccines include scientists, and medical professionals had a significantly
higher willingness to accept the booster dose [25]. Moreover, compared with administrative
and allied health colleagues, medical and nursing HCWs in Singapore had shorter median
time to relative to receiving a COVID-19 booster [26]. Previous studies have found that,
regardless of the vaccine, about 1/4 of the vaccinated population had been affected by
post-vaccination side reactions [12]. Although all side reactions disappear within a week,
individuals might regret the choice that they had made to receive the vaccine. Adverse
physical health outcome was one of risk factors most frequently reported to be related to
decision regret [13]. Both the post-vaccination side reactions and decision regret reduced
the willingness to take the booster dose. Hence, in subsequent vaccine communication cam-
paigns and policy interventions advocating booster doses of COVID-19 vaccine, in addition
to the information that the vaccine is effective and safe, incorporating information about
adverse reactions after vaccination is also necessary and might increase the willingness to
be vaccinated.

Increasing the willingness of health care workers to be vaccinated against COVID-19
could increase the acceptance of vaccination in the general public, which closely monitors
the behavior of HCWs on this issue. The attitudes of HCWs are particularly important for
vaccination acceptance in the general public, since people are more likely to get vaccinated if
HCWSs recommend it. Another benefit of optimizing vaccination programs is the promotion
of vaccination within universities and hospitals; medical authorities should focus on further
providing reliable knowledge about the COVID-19 pandemic, especially with respect



Vaccines 2022, 10, 1229

9o0f 11

to adverse reactions after vaccination, and persuading and even requiring HCWs to be
vaccinated against COVID-19.

4.2. Methodological Consideration

Some limitations of this research need to be further studied. Firstly, the sample may not
be fully representative of the HCWSs of China, since we only considered only one teaching
hospital. In addition, survey participants were likely to be healthier than the general public,
given that they were healthy enough to be employed in a healthcare institution, which
might have resulted in selection bias. In addition, the vast majority of participants in this
study were young, without comorbidities, and female. Further studies balancing these
demographic characteristics would lead to a more accurate study. Secondly, we focused
on the HCWs who have completed their twofold vaccination. However, there might be
differences between HCWs and the general population. Hence, to further identify the
role of decision regret in the relationship between adverse reactions after vaccination and
willingness to take the booster dose, the generalization and external validity of the data
and findings should be further studied. Thirdly, the online data collection method was
a limitation of this study, one which could potentially lead to over-reporting or under-
reporting the willingness to take the booster dose. Fourthly, our estimates were conducted
at only onetime point and could not reflect long-term exposure to various factors. Further
longitudinal and larger sample sizes investigations are essential not only to extrapolate
findings to other regions of China but also to better understand the causal relationships.

5. Conclusions

In summary, our study showed that post-vaccination adverse reactions in healthcare
workers could decrease their willingness to take the booster dose of a COVID-19 vaccine.
Of note, HCWs who experienced adverse reactions after vaccination were more likely
to regret their previous vaccination decisions, and this, in turn, further reduced their
willingness to receive a booster shot. Although participant bias should be considered, these
results are important data for improving the vaccination rate of the booster dose in the
future. Generally speaking, post-vaccination adverse reactions disappear within a week;
therefore, these adverse events should not be a significant concern for vaccination programs.
Therefore, post-vaccination adverse reactions should be further incorporated into vaccine
communication campaigns and policy interventions advocating booster doses, both to
improve vaccine uptake intent and potentially increase willingness to receive booster doses
of a COVID-19 vaccine.

Author Contributions: C.L. and T.-H.T. conceived the idea, implemented the method, and drafted
the manuscript. C.L. was responsible for the coding of the analyses. T.-H.T. designed the question-
naire. H.-X.C. collected the data. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration
of Helsinki, and approved by the Ethics Committee of Taizhou Hospital, Zhejiang Province, China
(Approval number: K20210823).

Informed Consent Statement: Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.

Data Availability Statement: Data supporting the results of this study are available upon request
from the authors.

Acknowledgments: We would like to thank the participants for their cooperation and support.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors have no relevant affiliation or financial involvement with any
organization or entity with a financial interest in or financial conflict with the subject matter or
materials discussed in the manuscript. This includes employment, consultancies, honoraria, stock
ownership or options, expert testimony, grants or patents received or pending, or royalties.



Vaccines 2022, 10, 1229 10 of 11

References

1. Li, Q.; Guan, X.; Wu, P; Wang, X.; Zhou, L.; Tong, Y.; Ren, R.; Leung, K.5.M.; Lau, E.H.Y.; Wong, ].Y.; et al. Early transmission
dynamics in Wuhan, China, of novel coronavirus-infected pneumonia. N. Engl. ]. Med. 2020, 382, 1199-1207. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Harapan, H; Itoh, N.; Yufika, A.; Winardi, W.; Keamg, S.; Te, H.; Megawati, D.; Hayati, Z.; Wagner, A.L.; Mudatsir, M. Coronavirus
disease 2019 (COVID-19): A literature review. J. Infect. Public Health 2020, 13, 667-673. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

3. Dong, E.; Du, H,; Gardner, L. An interactive web-based dashboard to track COVID-19 in real time. Lancet Infect. Dis. 2020, 20,
533-534. [CrossRef]

4. Wiersinga, W.; Rhodes, A.; Cheng, A.; Peacock, S.; Prescott, H. Pathophysiology, transmission, diagnosis, and treatment of
coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19): A review. |. Am. Med. Assoc. 2020, 324, 782-793. [CrossRef]

5. Polack, F.; Thomas, S.; Kitchin, N.; Absalon, J.; Gurtman, A.; Lockhart, S.; Perez, J.L.; Marc, G.P.; Moreira, E.D.; Zerbini, C.; et al.
Safety and efficacy of the BNT162b2 mRNA COVID-19 vaccine. N. Engl. ]. Med. 2020, 383, 2603-2615. [CrossRef]

6. Palacios, R.; Patifio, E.; de Oliveira, P; Conde, M.; Batista, A.; Zeng, G.; Xin, Q.; Kallas, E.G.; Flores, J.; Ockenhouse, C.F,; et al.
Double-blind, randomized, placebo-controlled phase III clinical trial to evaluate the efficacy and safety of treating healthcare
professionals with the adsorbed COVID-19 (inactivated) vaccine manufactured by Sinovac—PROFISCOV: A structured summary
of a study protocol for a randomised controlled trial. Trials 2020, 21, 853.

7.  Bergwerk, M.; Gonen, T.; Lustig, Y.; Amit, S.; Lipsitch, M.; Cohen, C.; Mandelboim, M.; Levin, E.G.; Rubin, C.; Indenbaum, V.,;
et al. COVID-19 breakthrough infections in vaccinated health care workers. N. Engl. ]. Med. 2021, 385, 1474-1484. [CrossRef]

8. Naaber, P; Tserel, L.; Kangro, K.; Sepp, E.; Jiirjenson, V.; Adamson, A.; Haljasmagi, L.; Rumm, A.P; Maruste, R.; Kérner, J.; et al.
Dynamics of antibody response to BNT162b2 vaccine after six months: A longitudinal prospective study. Lancet Reg. Health-Eur.
2021, 10, 100208. [CrossRef]

9. Sabetian, G.; Moghadami, M.; Hashemizadeh Fard Haghighi, L.; Shahriarirad, R.; Fallahi, M.; Asmarian, N.; Moeini, Y.S.
COVID-19 infection among healthcare workers: A cross-sectional study in southwest Iran. Virol. J. 2021, 18, 58. [CrossRef]

10.  Zheng, L.; Wang, X.; Zhou, C.; Liu, Q.; Li, S.; Sun, Q.; Wang, M.; Zhou, Q.; Wang, W. Analysis of the infection status of healthcare
workers in Wuhan during the COVID-19 outbreak: A cross-sectional study. Clin. Infect. Dis. 2020, 71, 2109-2113. [CrossRef]

11. Maruyama, A.; Sawa, T.; Teramukai, S.; Katoh, N. Adverse reactions to the first and second doses of Pfizer-BioNTech COVID-19
vaccine among healthcare workers. J. Infect. Chemother. 2022, 28, 934-942. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12. Katucka, S.; Kusidel, E.; Glowacka, A.; Oczo$, P.; Grzegorczyk-Karolak, I. Pre-vaccination stress, post-vaccination adverse
reactions, and attitudes towards vaccination after receiving the COVID-19 vaccine among health care workers. Vaccines 2022,
10, 401. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Becerra Pérez, M.; Menear, M.; Brehaut, J.; Légaré, F. Extent and predictors of decision regret about health care decisions: A
systematic review. Med. Decis. Mak. 2016, 36, 777-790. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Haun, M.; Schakowski, A.; Preibsch, A.; Friederich, H.; Hartmann, M. Assessing decision regret in caregivers of deceased German
people with cancer-A psychometric validation of the decision regret scale for caregivers. Health Expect. 2019, 22, 1089-1099.
[CrossRef]

15.  Judd, C.; Kenny, D. Process analysis: Estimating mediation in treatment evaluations. Eval. Rev. 1981, 5, 602—619. [CrossRef]

16. Sobel, M.E. Asymptotic confidence intervals for indirect effects in structural equation models. Sociol. Methodol. 1982, 13, 290-312.
[CrossRef]

17.  Baron, R.; Kenny, D. The moderator-mediator variable distinction in social psychological research: Conceptual, strategic and
statistical considerations. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1986, 51, 1173-1182. [CrossRef]

18.  MacKinnon, D.; Fairchild, A.; Fritz, M. Mediation analysis. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2007, 58, 593-614. [CrossRef]

19. Preacher, K.; Hayes, A. Asymptotic and resampling strategies for assessing and comparing indirect effects in multiple mediator
models. Behav. Res. Methods 2008, 40, 879-891. [CrossRef]

20. MacKinnon, D.; Lockwood, C.; Hoffman, J.; West, S.; Sheets, V. A comparison of methods to test mediation and other intervening
variable effects. Psychol. Methods 2002, 7, 83-104. [CrossRef]

21. Voysey, M,; Costa Clemens, S.; Madhi, S.; Weckx, L.; Folegatti, P.; Aley, P.; Angus, B.; Baillie, V.L.; Barnabas, S.L.; Bhorat, Q.E.; et al.
Single-dose administration and the influence of the timing of the booster dose on immunogenicity and efficacy of ChAdOx1
nCoV-19 (AZD1222) vaccine: A pooled analysis of four randomised trials. Lancet 2021, 397, 881-891. [CrossRef]

22. Ramasamy, M.; Minassian, A.; Ewer, K.; Flaxman, A.; Folegatti, P.; Owens, D.; Voysey, M.; Aley, PK.; Angus, B.; Babbage, G.;
et al. Safety and immunogenicity of ChAdOx1 nCoV-19 vaccine administered in a prime-boost regimen in young and old adults
(COV002): A single-blind, randomised, controlled, phase 2/3 trial. Lancet 2021, 396, 1979-1993. [CrossRef]

23.  Yigit, M.; Ozkaya-Parlakay, A.; Cosgun, Y.; Ince, Y.; Bulut, Y.; Senel, E. Should a third booster dose be scheduled after two doses
of CoronaVac? A single-center experience. J. Med. Virol. 2022, 94, 287-290. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Sallam, M. COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy worldwide: A concise systematic review of vaccine acceptance rates. Vaccines 2021, 9, 160.
[CrossRef]

25.  Toro-Ascuy, D.; Cifuentes-Muiioz, N.; Avaria, A.; Pereira-Montecinos, C.; Cruzat, G.; Peralta-Arancibia, K.; Zorondo-Rodriguez, F.;
Fuenzalida, L.F. Factors influencing the acceptance of COVID-19 vaccines in a country with a high vaccination rate. Vaccines 2022,
10, 681. [CrossRef]

26. Koh, SW.C,; Tan, H.M.; Lee, WH.; Mathews, J.; Young, D. COVID-19 vaccine booster hesitancy among healthcare workers: A

retrospective observational study in Singapore. Vaccines 2022, 10, 464. [CrossRef]


http://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2001316
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31995857
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jiph.2020.03.019
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32340833
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1473-3099(20)30120-1
http://doi.org/10.1001/jama.2020.12839
http://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2034577
http://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMoa2109072
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.lanepe.2021.100208
http://doi.org/10.1186/s12985-021-01532-0
http://doi.org/10.1093/cid/ciaa588
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jiac.2022.03.015
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35361536
http://doi.org/10.3390/vaccines10030401
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35335033
http://doi.org/10.1177/0272989X16636113
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26975351
http://doi.org/10.1111/hex.12941
http://doi.org/10.1177/0193841X8100500502
http://doi.org/10.2307/270723
http://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.51.6.1173
http://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.psych.58.110405.085542
http://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.40.3.879
http://doi.org/10.1037/1082-989X.7.1.83
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(21)00432-3
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0140-6736(20)32466-1
http://doi.org/10.1002/jmv.27318
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34487373
http://doi.org/10.3390/vaccines9020160
http://doi.org/10.3390/vaccines10050681
http://doi.org/10.3390/vaccines10030464

Vaccines 2022, 10, 1229 11 of 11

27. Chu, YK,; Chung, PH.; Pang, EC. Analysis of the effectiveness of measures on the COVID-19 vaccination rate in Hong Kong.
Vaccines 2022, 10, 747. [CrossRef]

28. Trepanowski, R.; Drazkowski, D. Cross-national comparison of religion as a predictor of COVID-19 vaccination rates. J. Relig.
Health 2022, 61, 2198-2211. [CrossRef]


http://doi.org/10.3390/vaccines10050747
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10943-022-01569-7

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Study Design 
	Questionnaires 
	Mediation Analysis 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results 
	Characteristics of the Study Participants 
	Correlations between the Main Study Variables 
	Testing for the Mediation Model 

	Discussion 
	Clinical Implications 
	Methodological Consideration 

	Conclusions 
	References

