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ABSTRACT

The global population of adults over 65 years of age is growing rapidly and is expected to double by 2050.
Countries will face substantial health, economic and social burden deriving from vaccine-preventable dis-
eases (VPDs) such as influenza, pneumonia and herpes zoster in older adults. It will be essential that
countries utilize several public health strategies, including immunization. Understanding the different
approaches countries have taken on adult immunization could help provide future learnings and techni-
cal support for adult vaccines within life-course immunization strategies. In this study, we describe the
priorities and approaches that underlie adult immunization decision-making and implementation pro-
cesses in 32 high-and-middle-income countries and two territories (“34 countries”) who recommend
adult vaccines in their national schedule. We conducted an archetype analysis based on a subset of
two dozen indicators abstracted from a larger database. The analysis was based on a mixed-methods
study, including results from 120 key informant interviews in six countries and a landscape review of sec-
ondary data from 34 countries. We found four distinct archetypes: disease prevention-focused; health
security-focused; evolving adult focus; and, child-focused and cost-sensitive. The highest performing
countries belonged to the disease prevention-focused and health security archetypes, although there
was a range of performance within each archetype. Considering common barriers and facilitators of
decision-making and implementation of adult vaccines within a primary archetype could help provide
a framework for strategies to support countries with similar needs and approaches. It can also help in
developing context-specific policies and guidance, including for countries prioritizing adult immuniza-
tion programs in light of COVID-19. Further research may be beneficial to further refine archetypes
and expand the understanding of what influences success within them. This can help advance policies
and action that will improve vaccine access for older adults and build a stronger appreciation of the value
of immunization amongst a variety of stakeholders.

© 2020 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Background

Although adults are expected to live longer, they are not necessar-
ily living in good health [1]. To be prepared for this demographic

Older adults are a heterogeneous group in the second half of life
[1]. Studies demonstrate that vaccine-preventable diseases (VPDs),
including influenza, pneumonia and herpes zoster, account for a
substantial portion of premature death and disability in older
adults [2,3]. VPDs also have the potential to cause disability that
may lead to additional issues, such as declines in functional ability
and quality of life [4]. The economic burden of VPDs is also sub-
stantial [3,5-10]. The global population of adults over the age of
65 is growing rapidly and is expected to double by 2050 [11].
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change, countries must establish plans and infrastructure that sup-
port healthy aging. Aging populations will impact countries’ econo-
mies, social security policies, and health systems, as well as affect
many aspects of daily living for both the individual and broader
society [12]. At a national level, the consequences of an aging pop-
ulation extend beyond the health sector and solutions must be
viewed across the life course [1,12]. It will be essential that coun-
tries utilize several strategies to ensure that their older populations
age in a healthy manner, including adult immunization [13,14]. As
they have for children, vaccines have the potential to significantly
reduce burden of disease and disability, dependence, healthcare
costs, and more in older populations [15-20].

Given the imminence of a growing, worldwide adult population,
anticipation of increased health costs has spurred multiple global,
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regional and national calls for action for policymakers and practi-
tioners to prioritize adult immunization programs and improve
uptake [19,21-27]. Many high- and middle-income countries have
adopted influenza vaccines [28], however few have adopted more
than one vaccine for older adults or have comprehensive adult
immunization strategies. Countries that have adopted adult vacci-
nes appear to have taken different pathways to policy adoption
[29-33]. Further, to be prepared for healthy aging, countries must
think holistically. They will need systems and an appreciation for
prioritizing health in older adults to support delivery of vaccines
and other crucial interventions [1,19,34]. Particularly in the con-
text of COVID-19, preventing further strain on the health system
is paramount [53].

The Global Vaccine Action Plan [35] and the Immunization
Agenda 2030 [36] call for a life-course approach to immunization,
which some countries have begun to implement. Despite similari-
ties in disease burden, demographic profile, and geographic prox-
imity, these countries have taken different approaches and
achieved different results in adult vaccine adoption. To understand
those differences and explain the factors influencing country
decision-making and uptake, we conducted an archetype analysis.
This analysis aims to describe the country priorities and
approaches that underlie adult immunization decision-making
and implementation. By characterizing groups of countries by fea-
tures other than disease burden, geography or demographics, the
analysis seeks to support global efforts to address country needs
in strengthening processes for vaccine decision-making and imple-
mentation; facilitating sharing of best practices amongst countries
with similar characteristics; and providing evidence, system or
advocacy support to help countries succeed within their specific
context. The archetype analysis does not replace the need for indi-
vidual country strategies, but groups needs in a way that enables
the global community to provide meaningful support across a
broader group of countries.

2. Methodology
2.1. Country selection

Thirty-two countries and two territories (herein referred to as
34 countries) were selected for analysis. Countries selected had
high proportions of older adults, were geographically diverse,
and represented a range of potential archetypes based on their
adult vaccine adoption status, financing models, degree of health

Table 1
Research domains and illustrative indicators.

system centralization, and vaccine coverage. All 34 countries were
included in a literature review and data abstraction. Six countries
(Argentina, Australia, Canada, Germany, Japan, and the United
Kingdom (UK)) were selected for further qualitative research to
provide additional depth in a diversity of contexts, approaches
and performance. The insights gained in each case country helped
characterize archetypes. Each case country, to some degree, prior-
itizes adult vaccination and recommends and finances one to three
adult vaccines, but varies in terms of government and/or health-
care system centralization and adult vaccine coverage rates. The
United States (US) was not selected as a case study country, due
to IVAC’'s working knowledge of the American public immuniza-
tion system and the abundance of publicly available peer-
reviewed articles and government documentation on older adult
immunization.

2.2. Ethics review

The study plan was reviewed by the Johns Hopkins Bloomberg
School of Public Health Institutional Review Board and deemed
to be non-human subjects research.

2.3. Indicator selection

Domains (Table 1) were identified as part of a framework of
potential barriers and facilitators for adult vaccine decision-
making: country characteristics, adult vaccine/aging policies and
decision-making, health immunization systems, uptake, and stake-
holders and champions. These domains were the subject of key
informant interviews conducted in six case countries and a concur-
rent landscape analysis of the 34 countries. A series of indicators
were subsequently identified, informed by previous research
[37], an adult vaccine situational analysis [38], and the case study
interviews.

2.4. Data collection

A team of abstractors conducted the indicator research. We
searched peer-reviewed and grey literature, including government
and professional society websites, disease burden and vaccine
introduction and program status databases, reports from countries,
the World Health Organization (WHO), non-governmental
organizations (NGOs), and media articles. We reviewed minutes
from national technical advisory groups on immunization
(NITAGs) as well as official recommendations and policies for both

Domain Illustrative Indicators

Number of Indicators in Domain

Country Characteristics Life expectancies

Percent of population aged 65 and older

Income group

Disease burden
Insurance systems
Registries

Financing mechanisms
Procurement
Providers

Barriers to access
NITAG structures

Health & Immunization Systems

Policies & Decision-making

32

>50

28

Vaccine-specific recommendations for adults
(including target populations, age, by government or other bodies)

Immunization laws
Country requirements
Adult Vaccine Uptake Vaccine-specific coverage for adults

Stakeholders & Champions

15

Key experts & advocates across medical, healthy aging, and other communities

A landscape review of the 34 countries was conducted. Research was divided into five domains and data collected on specific indicators, as illustrated above.
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immunization and aging. Data abstraction was done in English.
Where necessary, the process was supplemented by Google trans-
late and student translations for the following languages: Arabic,
Chinese, Danish, Dutch, French, German, Japanese, Korean, Por-
tuguese, and Swedish. Quantitative and qualitative data were col-
lected from January 2018 through October 2018 and entered into
a Microsoft Excel database. Data were later migrated into Microsoft
Access to improve querying capabilities. Sources were recorded for
all information and online links provided where possible to enable
easy reference. Quality control checks were conducted and aligned
with the results obtained from the case studies.

2.5. Case study interviews

Key informant interviews were conducted in 2018 in Argentina,
Australia, Canada, Germany, Japan and the UK. Informants included
vaccine experts, government and former government officials,
healthy aging advocates, economists, and civil society.
Respondents were selected using a snowball approach. One-hour
face-to-face interviews were conducted by 1-2 people using an
interview guide. For each respondent type - technical respondents,
economic respondents and health advocacy-focused respondents —
unique guides were prepared to ensure the focus of the questions
was on their area of expertise. A combination of open-ended
questions and probes were used. Topics included respondent back-
ground; country health priorities; key players and stakeholders;
robustness of the process; drivers of decisions and uptake. We used
scales of very important, moderately important, not important, and
don’t know/not sure to ascertain respondents’ perceptions about
drivers or degree of agreement with certain statements and to
map responses. Interviews were transcribed and entered into
ATLAS.ti 8 for Mac OS X (a qualitative data analysis software) to
conduct a thematic analysis. No identifiers were included to keep
the identities of respondents confidential. Descriptive categories
of their function (e.g., technical, economic, civil society organiza-
tion, etc.), were included instead.

2.6. Analysis of performance

Based on the case study findings, we selected indicators that
most differentiated countries and created a scoring of 0-2 to rate
each country, with 2 meaning that it fit the criterion well and 0
that it did not fit the criterion and/or there was no data available
to assess fit (Table 2). Each indicator was ascribed a score based
upon a qualitative description. Following validation, we found
some of our scoring was insufficient in describing qualitative
nuance and added an intermediate score of 0.5 to one indicator
and 1.5 to four indicators. We scored all countries on 19 indicators
related to decision-making (10 indicators) and implementation (9
indicators). Each country received a score and a ranking for both
domains (i.e., decision-making and implementation). We recorded
the scores in a table, organizing countries by pneumococcal vac-
cine coverage (high to low). We mapped all countries on a grid
using Graph Pad Prism version 7.0.

2.7. Development of archetypes

We used the case study insights to identify characteristics that
could describe the primary driver of a country’s approach to
decision-making and implementation (the “archetype”). Based on
the qualitative insights, we found four distinct archetypes and
placed each country into one archetype. Although countries could
fit in more than one archetype, we selected the archetype that
most closely fit each country’s primary driver. Thus, country per-
formance does not define each archetype’s description.

2.8. Validation

We transcribed each country’s data into individual country pro-
files, providing the qualitative description associated with each
quantitative score. We asked respondents to indicate their level
of agreement (agree/disagree) with each score. We requested the
respondents to identify missing data or inaccurate scores, that if
corrected, could substantially move a country’s score higher or
lower. If there was disagreement, we asked respondents to provide
an explanation and publicly available source(s) that support the
change they suggested. We reached out to 2-5 experts per country,
including a Ministry of Health representative, wherever possible.
We provided a slide set describing the project, including objectives,
methodology and the archetype map to enable countries to provide
meaningful input. Countries that responded are listed (Table 3).

3. Results

Thirty of the 34 countries analyzed had more than 20% of their
total population adults over 50 years of age. Twenty-four countries
had over 10% of their population over 65 years of age. High-income
countries and upper middle-income countries, had older popula-
tions than lower-middle and low-income countries (Table 4), but
the age of populations did not predict the number of vaccines
adopted for their adult populations nor uptake of influenza or
pneumococcal vaccine (Fig. 1).

3.1. Case studies

One hundred and twenty key informant interviews were con-
ducted in the six case countries, including a range of respondents
covering health, immunization, government policy, aging and eco-
nomics. Overall, respondents in Australia and the UK had the great-
est degree of confidence in their country’s ability to make decisions
about new vaccines for adults and implement programs. The UK
respondents attributed their country’s ability to make decisions
on the broadest variety of factors and only the influence of advo-
cacy and bringing a variety of perspectives into decision-making
was ranked lower. Respondents in Canada expressed a high degree
of confidence in their country’s ability to make decisions but
reported lower confidence in their government’s level of priority
for adult vaccines, access to providers and financing. Germany
had similar perceptions to Canada in that the decision-making pro-
cess was strong, but respondents questioned the ability to imple-
ment, ease of access and the variety of advocacy efforts.
Argentine and Japanese respondents had lower composite ratings
on their perception of their country’s capability to make decisions
and implement adult immunization than the other countries but
rated their country’s commitment to adult health and the variety
of perspectives highly. Argentine respondents also rated their
NITAGs as capable. Both Argentine and Japanese respondents had
less confidence in ease of access, financing, surveillance for adults.

We also noted varying approaches to how cost-effectiveness
(C-E) data were used both amongst case study countries and other
countries that the respondents described. A few countries, includ-
ing the UK, used C-E thresholds in their adoption decisions. Other
countries considered C-E data but did not use it. In some countries,
childhood vaccination was viewed as a higher priority, particularly
for funding. Some respondents in Germany even went as far as to
state that putting adult health before child health would be uneth-
ical. In Japan, we saw no evidence of C-E studies used in their
NITAG decisions, although safety studies were a requirement
(Fig. 2).

Similar to decision-making, factors influencing implementa-
tion varied by country (Fig. 3). In the case countries, we saw
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Table 2
Scoring.

Decision-making

Early or late adopter of adult vaccines

Country-specific policy requirements of manufacturers

Disease burden surveillance

NITAG’s prioritization of health security in decision-making

NITAG’s utilization of cost-effectiveness (C-E) data in decision-making

NITAG has adult vaccine working group(s)

Public policy - pneumococcal vaccination for older adults

Public policy - herpes zoster vaccine (HZV) for older adults

Publication of Health Aging Strategies

Publication of National Immunization Strategies

0 = No or late decision-making and adoption of either pneumococcal or herpes zoster vaccine
1 = Follower in decision-making and adoption of at least one vaccine
2 = Leader in decision-making and adoption of one or more vaccines

0 = Multiple
1 =0ne
2 = None

0 = No surveillance

1 = Some surveillance (mostly of flu and pneumococcal disease)

2 = National surveillance of flu, pneumococcal disease, and herpes zoster

0 = Small to no priority on health security, or no evidence available

1 = NITAG considers health security, but it is not a main driver of decisions

2 = NITAG considers health security as a main driver of decisions

0 = Small to no focus on C-E, or no evidence available

1 = NITAG considers C-E data, but it is not a main driver

1.5 *= NITAG mostly considers C-E data as a main driver

2 = NITAG considers C-E data as a main driver

0 = 0 such working groups

0.5* = NITAG has 0 such working groups, but is involved in other recommending bodies
where government is engaged

1 = 1 such working group

2 = Multiple such working groups (as part of a broader vaccine-specific working group or a
standalone)

0 = PCV or PPSV not recommend, unknown if considered by NITAG

1 = PCV or PPSV considered by NITAG, but not recommended

1.5% = PCV or PPSV was recommend by NITAG, but not yet implemented

2 = PCV recommended by NITAG

0 = HZV not recommended, unknown if considered by NITAG

1 = HZV considered, but not recommend by NITAG

1.5*= HZV recommended by NITAG, but not yet implemented

2 = HZV recommended by NITAG

0 = No healthy aging strategy publicly available

1 = Aging strategy available at the sub-national or national level

1.5*= Sub-national or national aging strategy available that mentions adult immunization,
but is over ten years old

2 = National aging strategy available that mentions adult vaccines

0 = No immunization strategy publicly available

1 = Only pediatric immunization strategy publicly available

2 = National immunization strategy published and covers both pediatric and adult vaccines

Implementation

Vaccine Financing - Level of public financing (for each vaccine)

Vaccine Registry (for pediatric and adult populations)

Availability of Public Vaccine Coverage Data (for each vaccine)

Advocacy - promotion of adult immunization

Influence of individuals or organizational leaders on how older adult

immunization program is implemented

Access - Ease of getting vaccinated as an older adult

Equity is a focus in adult vaccine program implementation

Degree of centralization of adult vaccine delivery

Degree of centralization of health system delivery

0 = Older adults must pay out of pocket

1 = Vaccine covered by private insurance, requires co-pay, or limited coverage is provided in
certain geographic areas or at-risk populations

1.5*= Mixed system of payment (covered)

2 = Vaccine is fully funded by the government for all

0= No registry

1= Sub-national or by individual health systems/providers/insurers
2= Centralized

0= No evidence of being measured

1= Some public coverage data (at sub-national level and/or by age)
2= Complete public coverage data (at national level and/or across life-course)
0= No evidence of advocacy for older adult vaccines

1= Few advocacy initiatives

2= Multiple sectors promoting older adult vaccines

0= No influence

1= Some influence, but data influences more

2= Significant influence of champions or organizational leaders

0= Difficult to get vaccinated

1= Somewhat complicated

2= Easy to get vaccinated (multiple locations and/or providers)

0= No or little evidence of equity focus

1= Some evidence of equity focus

2= Multiple sources of evidence of equity focus

0 = Decentralized

1 = Mixture

2= Centralized

0= Decentralized

1= Mixture

2= Centralized

4173

*0.5 and 1.5 scores added based on feedback during validation process.
Countries were assessed on their adult vaccine implementation and decision-making. Decision-making was scored upon 10 indicators and implementation upon 9 indicators.
Each indicator was ascribed a quantitative score, as described above.
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Table 3
Countries responding to validation survey.

Country Received survey results Responded with feedback

Argentina
Australia
Belgium
Brazil
Canada
China
Colombia
Denmark
France
Germany
Greece
Hong Kong
India
Ireland
Italy

Japan

South Korea
Malaysia
Mexico
Netherlands
New Zealand
Norway
Peru
Philippines
Russia
Saudi Arabia
Spain
Sweden
Switzerland
Taiwan
Turkey

UAE

UK

USA

\ YYYY YY YY XY A VA VA A WA WA

X\

P
P

A W WA WA W W W W W W U W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W W WA W

The results of the archetype analysis was shared with experts representing all 34
countries. 21 countries responded and participated in the validation process.

recommendations were not universally implemented (particularly
in Canada and Germany). The exceptions were the UK, which has a
very centralized immunization program, and Australia, which was
decentralized but took a more centralized approach to monitoring
and promotion.

Access to immunization was a factor reported to influence older
adult immunization uptake. Lower uptake may be due to limited
mobility or lack of awareness of the need for adult vaccines. In
some countries, such as Germany and Japan, respondents stated
that vaccines were still viewed as something only for children.
Additionally, health system complexity was reported as an impor-
tant factor contributing to access, and ultimately uptake, with
some respondents describing receiving vaccination as an older
adult as an overly cumbersome process. In Canada, respondents’
general perception was that there are not many places or providers
of adult vaccination. Restrictions on who could administer vaccines
was also reported as a perceived barrier. Improvements in access
were described in Japan, where nurses can now vaccinate; in
France, where pharmacists can offer influenza vaccines; and in
the UK, where pharmacists were allowed to administer influenza
and pneumococcal vaccines.

Despite some countries expanding their range of adult vaccine
providers, respondents noted that uptake does not always corre-
spondingly increase. This gap offers a role for advocacy efforts in
improving uptake. The influence of advocacy can be difficult to
assess and is sometimes subjective. Nonetheless, we used the
number of national advocacy organizations as a proxy for influence
in database countries. In case countries, we were able to gather
insights.

Each respondent was asked about advocacy efforts in their
country, yet there was a wide range of level of familiarity of

country efforts. Australia is a clear leader and uses a variety of
approaches to advocate for adult immunization. Australian respon-
dents described influential advocacy efforts that impacted both the
national adult vaccination decision-making and implementation
processes. For example, in the country citizens, government, med-
ical societies, and health aging specialists have organized large
groups to advocate for better recommendations and financing as
well as influence uptake and equal access to vaccines. In Japan,
respondents were not familiar with any major advocacy effort,
although could describe small-scale patient-advocacy groups or
activism against the government regarding vaccine injuries.

3.2. Indicators of decision-making and implementation and uptake to
map performance

Based on the findings from the case studies, ten indicators
emerged as descriptors of countries’ older adult immunization
decision-making capacity, specifically whether countries: were
early adopters; had country-specific barriers such as requirements
for technology transfer (Brazil, India, Japan, Korea); preferences for
indigenous product (China, Indonesia, Brazil, India, Russia); halal
vaccines (Malaysia); safety study requirements (Japan); or C-E
requirements (UK, Netherlands); prioritized surveillance on VPDs
in older adults (emerging as a factor in many of the countries con-
cerned about health security); were prompted in their vaccine
decisions by health security concerns; considered C-E a major dri-
ver in vaccine decisions; had working groups in their National
Immunization Technical Advisory Groups (NITAGs) specific to
adult vaccine issues; adopted Pneumococcal conjugate vaccine
(PCV)'; adopted Herpes Zoster vaccine (HZV); published a national
healthy aging policy (including whether there is a mention of vacci-
nes); and included adult vaccines in their national immunization
policy.

For implementation and uptake, indicators that emerged
included whether there was government financing for influenza
vaccines, PCV and HZV; centralized vaccine registries for children
and adults; coverage data for all three vaccines; advocacy (mea-
sured by the number of advocacy organizations); documented
influence of organizations or leaders; access (easy to get vaccinated
by expanded list of providers or lack of bureaucracy or cumber-
some process); equity focus; centralization of the adult vaccine
program; and centralization of the health system.

Few countries that had strong decision-making also had strong
uptake and vice-versa. Further, the scoring table shows that
countries varied significantly in the indicators that drove their
performance on adult vaccine decision-making (Table 5) and
implementation (Table 6). To determine how composite scores cor-
responded to performance, we ordered countries based on their
pneumococcal vaccine uptake and compared that to rankings of
the composite score on both decision-making and implementa-
tion/uptake. Countries with the highest coverage of pneumococcal
vaccines did not always perform the highest on decision-making,
with the exception of Australia, US, UK, and Canada. We did a sim-
ilar exercise for influenza vaccine uptake and found that top ten
countries with highest influenza coverage were similar to those
with the highest decision-making and implementation scores.

The US had the highest ranking, compared to other countries,
and scored 17 points when assessed for the robustness of policies
and decision-making. Australia (score: 16.5), the UK (score: 16.5)
and Italy (score: 16), had the next set of highest scores. Countries
with the least robust policies and decision-making were Denmark,

1 PCV was selected rather than pneumococcal polysaccharide vaccine (PPSV) to
differentiate countries. Most countries had already adopted PPSV. PCV was considered
“adopted” if used alone or sequentially following PPSV and included countries with
risk group recommendations only.
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Table 4
Proportion of older adults as a percentage of the total population: 2020 and 2050.

2020 2050 2020 2050

% Population 50+ % Population 50+ % Population 65+ % Population 65+
World 24.2 32.7 9.3 15.9
High-income countries 37.7 45.2 18.4 26.9
Upper-middle-income countries 29.1 423 10.8 22.5
Lower-middle-income countries 17.8 28.0 5.9 11.7
Low-income countries 10.5 16.2 33 54
Country
Argentina 253 349 114 17.3
Australia 34.0 40.2 16.2 22.8
Belgium 394 44.8 19.3 26.9
Brazil 25.5 433 9.6 22.7
Canada 38.6 444 18.1 25.0
China 32.8 47.2 12.0 26.1
Colombia 241 41.6 9.1 21.0
Denmark 40.1 429 20.2 242
France 40.1 45.1 20.8 27.8
Germany 44.7 49.0 21.7 30.0
Greece 432 54.0 223 36.2
Hong Kong 42.2 53.8 18.2 34.7
India 19.4 32.8 6.6 13.8
Ireland 31.8 429 14.6 26.6
Italy 45.7 54.2 233 36.0
Japan 474 55.3 28.4 37.7
Korea 39.7 59.0 15.8 38.1
Malaysia 20.7 37.5 7.2 17.0
Mexico 21.1 35.5 7.6 17.0
Netherlands 413 46.7 20 28
New Zealand 35.2 42.4 16.4 23.9
Norway 36.4 42.6 17.5 24.0
Peru 22.6 37.2 8.7 18.9
Philippines 17.2 28.5 5.5 11.8
Russia 35.4 41.0 15.5 229
Saudi Arabia 15.1 36.6 3.5 17.2
Spain 413 53.5 20.0 36.8
Sweden 38.8 429 20.3 14.6
Switzerland 40.5 47.2 19.1 28.6
Taiwan 383 55.7 15.8 35.0
Turkey 23.6 393 9.0 20.9
UAE 11.2 26.4 1.3 16.1
UK 379 43.8 18.7 25.3
USA 35.6 40.8 16.6 22.4

Data Source: https://population.un.org/wpp/DataQuery/.
Expected older adult populations are shown by income status groups and by country for 2020 and 2050. Estimates are presented for adults over 50 years of age (50+) and over

65 years of age (65+).

India, Peru, the Philippines, Switzerland, and Saudi Arabia (all
ranking last; scoring: 4) (see Table 5). When assessed for the pro-
motion of implementation and uptake, the UK (score: 23 out of a
possible 28), New Zealand (22), and Australia (21) had the highest
rankings compared to other countries. In contrast, Russia (score:
4), Peru (4), and India (5) had the lowest ranking (see Table 6).

3.3. Archetypes

Based on a synthesis of case study data, we found four distinct
archetypes with unique characteristics: “disease prevention-
focused”; “health security-focused”; “evolving adult focus”; and
“child-focused and cost-sensitive” (Fig. 4). Some countries could
belong to multiple archetypes, but we selected the archetype most
closely aligned with primary driver of approach.

We also noted that the highest performing countries in terms of
both decision-making (Australia, US, UK, Canada, Italy, Nether-
lands, Germany and Mexico) and implementation (UK, New Zeal-
and), Australia, US, Korea, Canada, Italy and Norway) belonged to
either the “disease prevention-focused” or “health security-
focused” archetype (see Fig. 4).

Disease prevention-focused: Countries in the “disease preven-
tion” archetype included Canada, France, Germany, Netherlands,

UK, and US. These countries valued the use of data and process.
Most countries’ NITAGs in this archetype had considered most of
the adult vaccines and performed fairly high on decision-making.
We noted use of their own disease burden/impact evidence in
decision-making, as well as use of other countries’ data. Most of
these countries had their own adult surveillance and formal adult
vaccine working groups on their NITAG. The UK and the Nether-
lands also placed high importance on economics. Most countries
considered economics, but it was not a primary driver. Germany,
and to a lesser extent the US, considered economics, but disease
burden was the primary driver in decisions. There was significant
variation in implementation performance. Reasons varied within
this archetype, and included lack of national adult registries, equity
focus, sufficient advocacy and centralization.

Health security-focused: The “health security” archetype was the
largest of the four and also the most diverse in terms of perfor-
mance. It included Argentina, Australia, China, Greece, Hong Kong,
Italy, Japan, Mexico, New Zealand, Saudi Arabia, Taiwan, and Tur-
key. The characteristic of this archetype is that outbreaks (HIN1
in Australia and Argentina; pneumonia in Japan), VPD threats
(due to migration or in refugees), and natural disasters (tsunami
in Japan) were viewed as an important country motivation for
action. We saw wide variation of performance within this
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According to respondents, top influencers
on adult vaccine decision-making
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Fig. 2. Drivers of Decision-Making and Implementation. Respondent ratings of how important 8 factors are to country decision-making on adult vaccines. The coding scale
used: (0) Unsure or no comment, (1) no influence, (2) little influence, (3) strong influence.

archetype, with Australia, Italy, New Zealand and Mexico perform-
ing highest and China, Japan, Hong Kong, Taiwan and Greece lag-
ging behind. Degree of centralization and registries contributed
to performance. Australia, for example, reported that data use
was strengthened during the HIN1 outbreak in 2009. In Argentina,
surveillance and epidemiologic response was also strengthened as
a result of an HI1N1 outbreak. It also led to strategies to establish
mass vaccination centers to improve access to vaccines more
widely. In 2011, the Great East Japan Earthquake struck north-
eastern Japan and destroyed the local healthcare system. At the
time, pneumococcal vaccine coverage in Japan was only 11% and
many healthcare workers feared the occurrence of pneumonia out-
break at evacuation shelters [39]. To avoid future outbreaks, pneu-

mococcal vaccine was provided free of charge in the three
prefectures most affected by the earthquake. In 2013, they reached
record levels of uptake with Miyagi and Iwate at 45%, and Fukush-
ima at 60% coverage [39], leading to significant reduction in deaths
attributed to pneumonia in the area [40], and eventually to the
Ministry of Health, Labour, and Welfare’s decision in 2014 to
include pneumococcal vaccine to the routine immunization sched-
ule for adults aged 65 and older. The national coverage increased
from 11% in 2011 to 28% in 2016 [41].

Evolving adult focus: Countries in the “evolving adult focus”
archetype include Belgium, Brazil, Colombia, Ireland, Korea, Spain,
Sweden and Malaysia. These countries had moderate to strong sys-
tems and decision-making ranged from weak (Denmark, Malaysia)
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strongly agree.

to moderate (Korea, Belgium). Many of the countries in this arche-
type lack a strong NITAG for adult vaccine decisions, but exhibit
some elements of the “disease prevention” archetype. Some have
healthy aging policies or immunization strategies, but only Brazil
has both. Some countries were early adopters for some adult vac-
cines, including PCV in Ireland and Belgium, and HZ vaccine in UAE
and Norway. Belgium has published an adult immunization strat-
egy recently [42]. Financing for recommended adult vaccines, var-
ies as well. Although vaccines were recommended in some
countries, they were not always publicly financed or financed for
risk groups.

Child-focused and cost-sensitive: Finally, some countries, includ-
ing Russia, Peru, India, Switzerland and the Philippines remain
“child-focused and cost-sensitive” in their public markets. The
countries in this archetype have not prioritized adult immuniza-
tion programs and have generally lacked focus on decision-
making for older adults. We found no adult vaccine working
groups on the three vaccines analyzed (influenza, pneumococcal
and herpes zoster) or policies around adult immunization at the
time of our study. In terms of implementation, these countries
may require patients to pay out of pocket for adult vaccines (Rus-
sia, India) although there were some exceptions for influenza vac-
cine like the Philippines and Switzerland (although in Switzerland
vaccines were covered through insurance). We did not find a focus
on implementation. These five countries have no registries or poli-
cies around adult health or adult immunization. Additionally,
advocacy for adult immunization was not strong and, in most
cases, seemed to have little influence on the outcomes of the gov-
ernment. Lastly, for most countries in this archetype, there is a
cost-based argument: given limited resources, public investments
in child health and vaccines are prioritized, as they are seen as nec-
essary to further national economic development (Russia, Peru,
India, Philippines).

3.4. Validation

We were able to validate our data and scoring in 21 of 34 coun-
tries (62%) (Table 3). Where there was disagreement and docu-
mented sources, we corrected data and in five instances, adjusted

scoring to reflect a more accurate picture of the parameters which
had to do with timing of decisions or policies, the importance of C-
E data in decision-making, NITAG working groups, and a mixed
financing system.

3.5. Limitations

Importantly, the act of classifying countries into a primary
archetype has its own set of limitations. Firstly, there is a level of
subjectivity that comes with archetyping, which we have tried to
ameliorate by taking an evidence-based approach. Secondly,
archetyping elevates a certain set of common characteristics above
others and there are variations between and within countries that
get under-accounted. Countries may not fit perfectly in an arche-
type and may actually belong to other archetypes simultaneously;
we therefore classified countries into primary archetypes, accord-
ing to the indicator that they scored the highest on.

Our analysis was also limited by data availability and quality. In
some cases, a zero score was given due to a lack of data or clarity
on an indicator. We tried to address this through the validation
process, but little additional information was provided. Addition-
ally, each indicator’s scoring was based only on data that was pub-
licly available through October 2018 (unless otherwise provided by
experts during validation) and may be impacted by timing.
Changes in scoring of 1-2 points is unlikely to impact score map-
ping, but larger changes may shift archetype categorization.

4. Discussion

Archetypes can be useful in identifying factors that are most
influential in improving decision-making and implementation for
adult vaccines in the context of a country’s approach and priorities.
This will enable various countries to learn from experiences
amongst countries within the same archetype. There has been
some use of archetypes, mainly in health technology assessment
[41-45], but experiences have not yet been widely documented.

The archetype describes the primary driver of decisions and
implementation as well as country priorities or approach rather
than performance. There can be significant variation in perfor-
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Table 5
Country Scores on Robustness of Decision-Making.
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UK 2 16.5
uUs 1 17
Mexico 9 12
Korea 12 11
Colombia 15 10
Australia 2 16.5
Spain 17 9
Canada 5 15
Ireland 19 8
Germany 7 14
Belgium 12 11
Taiwan 20 8
Japan “ 23 7
Norway 20 8
UAE | o0 | 20 8
Argentina 12 11
Saudi Arabia | o | 29 4
Italy 4 16
China o | o | 27| 5
Turkey 17 9
Brazil | o | o | 15| 10
Denmark 0 29 4
France 0 8 13
Greece 0 23 7
Hong Kong “ 0 23 7
India 0 14 4
Malaysia 0 19 8.5
New Zealand 9 12
Peru 29 4
Philippines 29 4
Russia 27 5
Sweden 9 12
Switzerland 29 4
Netherlands 6 14.5
scoring:-z -1.5 -1 0.5 0

See Table 2 for score descriptors. Generally, the higher the score the better that country meets the indicator; 0 scores either mean the country

doesn’t meet the indicator or no data were found.

mance within an archetype, which we saw in this exercise. Top per-
forming countries belonged to two different archetypes, which
were “disease prevention-focused” (US, UK, Canada) and “health
security-focused” (Australia, Italy), suggesting that there are multi-
ple ways to achieve adoption and uptake. It is likely that countries
within the “evolving adult focus” archetype could improve their
performance by learning from countries in the “disease prevention”
or “health security” archetypes. The improvements needed within
the “child-focused” archetype may require both stronger advocacy
as well as additional data. While we provide broad-based arche-
types, we also saw different approaches within the archetypes; this
is important as each country will need to take lessons based on
what works for them. Understanding the success factors of the
highest performing countries within a particular domain (e.g.,
decision-making) can also help other countries move up their per-
formance in the context of their structure and priorities.

The countries in the “disease prevention” archetype all value
data and its use, albeit to different levels and strategies can focus
on data use and advocacy for disease prevention. At the one
extreme of this archetype is the UK, where data use permeates
through the process of both decision-making and implementation.
Decisions are evidence-based, with little influence of advocacy or
champions. On the implementation side, there was also strong
use of data with information on the immunization status of indi-
vidual patients, which is all mapped to their general practitioner
(GP). For countries who will consider a centralized approach, the
UK provides a good model. However, many countries have decen-
tralized systems, including the US and Canada, who also have
strong use of data for decision-making. They also have greater
degrees of advocacy, which could perhaps also ensure certain
groups have a voice in the process. Use of data for implementation
in decentralized settings may also benefit from learnings from
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Table 6
Country Scores on Implementation.
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countries that have centralized registries in a decentralized system
(e.g., Australia, although a different archetype).

Health security concerns provide countries with an opportunity
to overcome a wide array of issues, from financing to barriers that
may slow down decisions (e.g., tech transfer requirements as seen
in Brazil or requirements/strong preference for local products such
as in China or India, requirements for local studies as in Japan, etc.)
and may be a motivator to strengthen surveillance, use of data,
communications and platforms. The current context of COVID-19
highlights likely opportunities to leverage the importance of devel-
oping a strong system. In doing so, it is important for countries to

consider how all people, including older adults and/or marginal-
ized populations such as migrants or refugees, can access vaccines.
For example, in the US, adult immunization access increased as a
result of the 2009 influenza An HIN1 pandemic, with states grant-
ing pharmacists the authority to vaccinate against influenza [46].
Also, during that pandemic, a study demonstrated that American
Indian and Alaska Native persons have a higher risk for death from
the HIN1 influenza [47] supporting prioritization of seasonal influ-
enza vaccines amongst native Americans that year [48]. We saw
wide variation of performance within this archetype and note that
while emergencies may provide motivation to take action, other
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contextual factors must be taken into account. Degree of central-
ization of adult immunization is one important factor that influ-
ences success of implementation. Registries and stronger use of
data are an important element in both “health security” and “dis-
ease prevention” archetypes, but the motivator to get them done
may be different - in times of emergency, data are essential, but
it is prior to an emergency that data are needed [52]. After the
2003 severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) epidemic, China
was challenged to improve its public health emergency manage-
ment systems (PHEMS) [49]. The system was significantly
improved within ten years after the outbreak [49]. More recently,
China was able to contain COVID-19 within the country [50], but
the virus has caused more than 1.2 million cases and 70,000 deaths
worldwide and continues to spread as of early April [51]. There is
now more than ever a strong need for systems to detect risk, trans-
parently communicate the risk, and have infrastructure in place to
address both existing and emerging infectious threats[48]. Engag-
ing civil society and building accountability mechanisms can help
motivate action more urgently. This current pandemic provides a
window of opportunity to build urgency for the need for adult
immunization and systems to deliver them. Efforts, however, must
not focus solely on COVID-19, but on the platforms needed to build
strong health systems for all ages, including older adults. In coun-
tries that have taken action in the face of an emergency this mes-
sage will resonate; for others, particularly without the resources or
capacity to address older adults, different approaches may be
needed to build focus on the needs of this group.

In countries with an evolving adult focus, a strategy could be to
emphasize NITAG strengthening and sharing experiences with the
“disease prevention” and/or “health security” archetypes. This will
be particularly important should a vaccine become available for
COVID-19 and in considering vaccines that can address VPDs in an

older population now. In countries who follow other countries’ rec-
ommendations, stronger global guidance is needed to emphasize
preparedness, highlight the importance a growing adult population,
and the consequences of doing nothing. In countries that need to
improve uptake, access, financing, registries, and monitoring are all
important. One factor that correlates to uptake is expansion through
pharmacists [54], although with COVID-19, perhaps other ways of
delivery that don’t require contact with people could be considered.
Additional provider-focused strategies could be implemented to
improve uptake of current vaccines, such as financial incentives to
vaccinate older adult patients. Proactive outreach (e.g., actively send-
ing reminders to patients to get their vaccines) may also be important
post-pandemic to remind patients of vaccines’ importance.

Finally, even in the “child-focused and cost-sensitive” archetype
there may be opportunities to take advantage of synergies and
address immunization through broader issues such as universal
health coverage and antimicrobial resistance. Central to these
opportunities is building the links between child and adult health,
and economic development [55]. The economic pressure placed on
countries through COVID-19 may make adult immunization seem
unreachable and studies that capture the broader value of vaccines
may help in justifying investments|[16,20]. Stronger global guid-
ance synthesizing healthy aging, universal health coverage, antimi-
crobial resistance and immunization recommendations and
agendas can also be helpful. Importantly, strong individual cham-
pions, coalition building across the vaccine and aging communities,
and more resonant messaging could all help elevate routine older
adult vaccination as a priority [56]. A critical, momentum-
building milestone would be when global institutions, like WHO,
commit to leading the coordination of implementation [56],
empowering countries to think about implementing older adult
immunization in a more timely manner.
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4.1. Implications of vaccine confidence and hesitancy

Within and across all four archetypes, vaccine confidence plays
a role as both a facilitator and barrier of countries’ performance.
Although fear of side effects, spread of misinformation, lack of pro-
vider recommendation, and reduced belief that vaccines are valu-
able are common reasons for hesitancy across all ages, a recent
review of the literature yielded few insights into describing how
adult vaccine hesitancy varied from that for children [57]. This is
an area of further research that may help explain country uptake
and better address implementation gaps. Specifically, once the
research gap is more clearly described, tailored communication
and outreach strategies could be developed that encourage older
adults to seek immunization services.

5. Conclusion

Countries take different approaches to adult immunization. Dri-
vers and facilitators of primary adult immunization archetypes
should be considered when developing global guidance for coun-
tries. Experiences and lessons learned should be shared within
archetypes to improve performance of countries falling behind
on decision-making or implementation. The results of this study
may inform strategies in countries with similar contexts and prior-
ities. Further research may be beneficial to further refine arche-
types and expand the understanding of what influences success
within an archetype. This can help advance policies and action that
will improve vaccine access for older adults and build a stronger
appreciation of the value of immunization amongst a variety of
stakeholders.
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