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The COVID-19 pandemic presented a dual crisis worldwide, caused not only by the virus but also by
the rapid spread of misinformation. The present study investigates the impact of misinformation on
public health by examining how trust in COVID-19-related misinformation affects perceptions of
vaccine efficacy, adherence to preventative measures, and ultimately, the likelihood of infection in
South Korea. In the pandemic context, a volume of research has shown that trust in misinformation
(e.g., COVID-19 is intentionally spread, death tolls are exaggerated, or vaccines are ineffective)
contributes to psychological distress, decreased adherence to prevention measures, and increased
health risks. Despite extensive research on the detrimental consequences of misinformation during the
pandemic, there has been limited investigation on how misinformation influences the likelihood of
infection. The present study aims to fill this gap by exploring the indirect effects of trust in
COVID-19-related misinformation on the likelihood of infection via perceived vaccine efficacy and
adherence to preventative measures.
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The theoretical framework for the present research is based on the Extended Parallel Process Model
(EPPM), which posits that effective risk communication increases both perceived threat and efficacy,
promoting preventive behavior. In contrast, misinformation hinders factual perceptions of risk and
response efficacy, leading to ineffective threat management and decreased adherence to prevention
measures. Specifically, the present study hypothesizes that higher trust in COVID-19-related
misinformation leads to lower perceived vaccine efficacy, reduced adherence to preventive measures,
and increased likelihood of COVID-19 infection. Additionally, the present study posits the relationship
between trust in COVID-19-related misinformation and the likelihood of infection is mediated by
perceived vaccine efficacy and adherence to prevention measures.

Analyzing longitudinal panel survey data collected in 2022 (N = 516), this study found individuals with
higher trust in COVID-19-related misinformation were more likely to deny the efficacy of COVID-19
vaccines and less likely to adhere to COVID-19 prevention measures, which resulted in an increased
likelihood of COVID-19 infection. Bootstrapping tests confirmed that the indirect effects of
misinformation trust on the likelihood of COVID-19 infection via perceived vaccine efficacy and
adherence to prevention measures were statistically significant. The findings of the present study
clearly demonstrate the negative consequences of misinformation on individual and public health
outcomes, thereby highlighting the importance of combating misinformation to enhance public health
responses. In particular, the present study proposes two approaches to managing misinformation in
the pandemic context: (1) developing individuals' ability to critically digest information, and (2) limiting
the environment in which misinformation is transmitted. These implications for both academic
research and practical interventions will contribute to enhancing public health resilience against
misinformation during public health crises.

Keywords: COVID-19, Misinformation, Perceived Vaccine Efficacy, Adherence to Prevention Measures,
COVID-19 Infection
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2O PV Fsdll Hefs 0Rl= IWHRIE 5ol 2022300 48t H==
HOEI(N = 516) € 2Aet 21, T 1480 Zols ofRIFL20] tiet DRI A2| a5
Aot HHA| &= $20| daoks LY0| LAZIRICH
sy QA H LA B £70| S5 UV IsE2 H0KE AV LEIRCE SR
I°f ZdE7tsde| tAE e sy QAN YA4A] =5 Soff HEI= TS LUAZIICY,

SR PN ofelEE0l tiet ARI7F AP = S0l tigt 0124, AFX alolds

2 i
=S}
>
njo
iy

o
[
>
it
=
i
[
mjo
T
b
ki

0 F
U
o
>
gﬂ
r B
o
2
;
>
>

0

| HIodARIZA [21 19 HIO [BA 2



1. S07i0

F2LH9 SR 7|7FESE AAA] ARIES vlolgfantFot Wi #x|= S9AEe] Shks
7483k, 1 (information) 2 G (endemic) 2] F#delel Q1 (infodemic) F44-&
oprlahy, Z+E nitjolE Fal A AR} AR fres A WY s sl v
o &= ek Aol F]wfefol gtk (Rovetta & Castaldo, 2022). o7, "F=1} ufelzf 2
Ao fra Aok, ‘simut nlojel i Qg ApgRt = IE I, AL vje]
2l 7AS dishs wiale] gale glokel 28 s9Ee A 7 17het 21 vitjelE
B3l FHSIsAl 34 UzktH Brennen, Simon, & Nielsen., 2021). AR =1 $71%3
|4 S19PdRe] §-8-2 ekl U opal FARE] X]é?L ol sARE, Adny
o7p bk S AlSjele St SRS Akelarl s o= 9l I 2 319l
AR A4S ¢ glo] wEA Fakelr)ol <lzue] dake 2 FAl7F ¥riMeppelink, Bos,
Boukes, & Mdller, 2022).
FELH9 el 22 SR A7VEelA A EE e AR = AlSA @A)
& olalfstar 9718l Bagh AES =gt Johnson & Slovic, 2015). W=, &
AAR= Fel] g 23 Q1S sk 7 Ideol et dES VfRE ods gt
(Enders, Uscinski, Klofstad, & Stoler, 2020). wbA|, s EE A9 $71dls-
AAC AE FaL 35402t A1) 173s et 237 vl AlARA7]
(WHO)= A 1 AAEolu si91 7} S5m0l A|4Q] A Zefgittal B
SR T3 B3-S JZIHWHO, 2022). A= Z21H9 Hee] 7175k Zgys of
T AT SR gk AlE7E AleA B 9 T8 B, W] FreAE e
Azt A3ES AABIHEnders et al., 20200 Kim & Tandoc, 2022: Malik,
Bashir, & Mahmood, 2023; van Mulukom et al., 2022).
= Aol B F=e] siRuH9 v Wil A fEE SR AR Bk A7t
AR QA 9 el F Qs SRl g4 0 s1EUH9 77 Fs el Ml wigh
dl dek s=uH9 iR mEtell A SR 8 5L SI9PE ] tigh A7}
WA = le A Atk At sleldMe v JdE v, jellME 1elek A
S Slolu77h 4] edv}, =] 915Me] A9, RO Sl Wil SR AT
= AMEUR= 5191480 54 F gkl sl wolsAuHASA- A8ex], 20200 AT
28], 2021 49T 8-, 20215 54 AdRlof-olE] 2021) AR A1l

A
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el et 299} 722 AAIAIAR] AW AEE S5l Yeiie W
g i3 g=z] Tl diel divks AlRle] AW91AQ] 3ot Aol AlTES] 3ol
g} A shle] Lol A= ofgks W) wjFEo]tHCaceres et al., 2022). TA4o= H

17 ) weol] Slglguol thek Ale) Sl ZKIE WAle] B TS B }
RS F58h e He] FEAo mEig gebsdel % eliths
AL ¥ Qo A Aske e el s $S Alsteln w7k, o) 2
sl el s el e A, Sl It el FAskeks o 71ode
Aol ¥ QAolA] FFgeh wEaks e} ZRMERY Sl 23k uHEEE Afvle)
AQEIIEIN = 516)% AHle) A3oHch 35 V139 QTP o
T 5 9z BOR dlysiont, H9gusl thek ARk ARFES] el TR AR
ol Tl QL SFAORE ATA0RE ulghe ARIEE AT Folet

2. O|2H =2

B o] o2 w=0)e] Fe A vkl Ssiurt Ee) 42y B ke Fael
o AR Q1 Fhzelol BEuzlo] FARel GBS v TS Agshs WA 9

N
e

58 (extended parallel process model)oll 7]¥ksIt} Yolrt wide] wiolr 59174
e R AIE S el ohgh i«le &l 2 o] A e sl SR} TS R

SNl e AR A8ks Bkl SIPEE B B2 roR ESH whee
2RI tisiA %‘ﬂ%%ﬁ}. TEar i) e SR, o] WA= ARE WAl B5A

ol B g HIEE Sl =l oje] ool Z]ubsle] AdH] Wil 3
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shguel Tgk AE7h B s Q14 8 e F4 Q1A 7R sl vk )

TNl Tk 7PdE AR,

1) WA SAES 7|HH T Y] WA (519) HEe| gt
Hgolu} 344 9130 Qlsf W AFES] o] Sk TsrI9)7] 3
S 2 Fck(Reynolds & Seeger, 2005). we}
A, FFEASY] d8lMe 1] 21, ATt A, thHRE B A1 5ol oigk Arot
FHSHA Algslolof St Reynolds & Seeger, 2005). d5171$1712] eja 9 717 o]
S} 28 ARE A8l &S| Algghomm AEe] B8 sl 917] sl o
58 Fshs 98-S dtiJohnson & Slovie, 2015). &, 5H719]7]

g =,
Ao = AEo] 53 Aol 7Wkel AA (informed decision)S WE = 9= A% 3

oﬂ‘;‘

By SRR VRl Foxle ARIE fld(threat) 14 R &SH

(efficacy) = =01 S171elM8eS Faaithar Atk Witte, 1992, 1994). 19 219

S21AQ1 B7el| sl 71X AY f1ge] ke AAkS onlshd, Az (severity) 2 F2Fd
(susceptibility) 0|2 SIS Ba) AHHWitte, 1994). AlZMde H8S AeE 7}

5] 9= Al 7%”°1“%(Gﬂﬁﬂ+ “alvp wlolelzsz el e HA Slrki= 14, #
O~

S
) 51900 1k 1P Q) o u@u}. 57 9179 ¥4 A4S apgelA st

7] 98 AEEE s oXH gl A4 7FsAS oulsit) o= the &5 7Hresponse
efficacy) @} 27| 57 (self-efficacy) Bh= F 714 xRS Eaf) waleck( Witte, 1992,
1994). tl-g S5 A Uis deo] AgS ke ol =we] wrkar He AE(oA7,

ok gL L vjolelz 749 ool gakAjolet el Q1A S vEhiv, AP &eik
W S S Aol & = qluiar Wi (i, ks = vlelgl 244
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N1e: 9134 Belslel o) glo] $igol et AN whgR e S0 el e
RS Y] 91 DY FEL ekt APl B Witte, 1994), o F T} o)
v) wieol] A gNETIE, AES AW S Abelel thek A7) AeRE e FRow
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QAjatL AR AN sl thal & FEoR tie BT A F57E e

e}

Aad o 7Fg gabeow AEd Zlolti(Jang & Baek, 2019). A= si=uv el w2t
oM X1 ofe] A58 19 el g 91zt theA3le] Esths SAlol =8 e
2 gk AlgEso] AksA ARl 7] (Lithopoulos, Liu, Zhang, & Rhodes, 2021), el 91
7)(Tsoy, Tirasawasdichai, & Kurpayanidi, 2021), #21%%(Domostawska—Zylinska,
Krysinska-Pisarek, Czabanowska, & Sesa, 2022), 7H%1 9142 (Yoon, You, &
Shon, 2022)9} 32&- edales 254 0% A= AR ARSI
ToH7 97V SRS f5e AlEe 1A a1l Evke 5o
B A7 SAIE ekt s1918rs AR 7Vl digk Az 9 FH kel ohsh
RS Fo] @AMl gk Rt ks ThReal, EEAs TR W SR
AJet 4= Q7] wiEoltiMeppelink et al., 2022). 5=3F wpa= 28 9 wlal Hg

Ho
ol so] &8l gt oj7AE SEATIE S RE AFRE] R &t QA
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7} Z1diEhs 33l A #1911 0] f5- Edl Beke nRAlE R skl R
71 9171 ] slelguis Hekaolh e 2 SIS ARINYIH AT A vl8-S 2

T1EvhA TRV e 22 $5HL1907] el 1918 RE ¢ frets AY7 A9
ATES A B 7hedel] dig BEhaAdT} EQRS Aelslr] f1al AlEEe] %E%% fredt
A A Hoka BRItk Malik et al., 2023; van Mulukom et al., 2022). T3k %]
A o525 Fsl7] 913 HA 0w VIS o83le] SIRE frEshs 9% AthMalik
et al., 2023). T=¢] 29 A= oA 19 R 543} FE A Aol
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&9 E] ATFARA AAAEe] =2 HITE AR, AR oS8 Fslele H4L
= o] zzto] WAL ANSIACHETFE- 28], 2021). =9]e] 7-polle s=H9 W
d=le] 211, 913 2 WAl gigol tigh el BRE fgshe Al AXAERI AR o
4= A JTHChung & Jones-Jang, 2022; Enders et al., 2020).

AR 2RR1e] it} daiglo] ZkE mitjolE Ealf SR wE | shARE A}
WA o SRS Aeslo] Bl eRINAl Bl | gtk sl thg s st
THe = S AR 7sle] el ARFES ARa} 8|53 Ald S 2hs o
AAE B9 Ee B Es skt AadS BRITKDel Vicario et al., 2016). &
9] ¥R (echo chamber) olekal Y= E24& Ad 71R1E9] HHAlE &3l s1918R= o
S 7t kel S8l @do] VR AloltiDel Vicario et al., 2016). I=4H9
A oA ELEIE B3 S9N 5] s A% A9H(Lawson, Anand, &
Kakkar, 2023)+= SRS -k &2 39 2Rlo] &3t T1ijelA] ekl 5.4t

Bol Atks A3 BarshH, ALSA argel] tigk elwo] SRS ERlskal Il
THe= Sk Alojeks s AR gt
S -5 S191 R 1 R w3 Q10 it B B4 whet v AlEE A
oy FAR R, SRS ArAe] 5240l ZReEA] ek Al (e, A4 Akl o
H] A3k Al A% AF, 284 A, Aee AR B, 8K Al BA] 5)S v

19 g Wl FIYARE AlFsH) wh=i= Heks Stk (van Mulukom et al., 2022).

O
r'O

1:1

H|S=3E wEtolla] | A2jsfor 3 7} B AR (information overload) “JEHIE 7+ A
HEL TR HRE NBH o= A2lehA] 53l R E S AlFshe AES o=

FHKim & Tandoc, 2022). 71 ¥oll, ERIel ot E-Aloju ok AaVdS S8ABR= B
TEok F=uH9 e WEtell A SR ARE VISl 89l 2 AR8shH(Malik et al.,
2023: van Mulukom et al., 2022)

AR wFo] Aol tigh 19] & 2 Ar gk ofAlS AT, of Yoy} Al
AN, T8 Bl $-27kS st ol2fd WAR: SR} O gl ek ARA] 2]
o] =& Al A E Rt A7E AAlgcRapp & Salovich, 2018). HIS:3F 7o)

Hej2] 7j2 329 B HSREE ofE| AL AT 11



A, SR gk AR Aol i ARk Ash, Fr1Et, 22K SR oloivke
172 47Kvan Mulukom et al., 2022)5 el sl uE 270 =EH 70 A=s)
T Abe] Azl FAHQ) @ake viRIvkaL & = itk

o}, 9] oigk A el 4
(misperception)& @4t dlid, 28 wHolE Eaf sZ=uH9 sd=le] gk Fgelet
grd mEH] o] Y= AR IEUH9 AdE] A 712490 AR AlYE QXS
FespH, W] 1S v WA 94k 73 BRItk Bridgman et al., 2020). &3
L vloje] s WAy gl Sk el ik SRR ARl 54 Folut AIF el thgl 1]
Wit o5 fsP)E dtlvan Mulukom et al., 2022). U 583 A= 39141
gk =7 S AAIE @Adshs bl FA9] WSS 7Rt Aold v <
TE2 FELH9 e Weolx] SAE o] Wale] gi5Adel digh oS AL
WAHE Ao olojiti: Aue ArEIIrEnders et al., 2020; Greene &
Murphy, 2021: Loomba, de Figueiredo, Piatek, de Graaf, & Larson, 2021: Stoler,
Klofstad, Enders, & Uscinski, 2022).

e oA SR} frlehs EHE A WYTE EeAE A
Zofe. AR, FRUH9 W] o] AAETE 1}%51 AT A mhaa 282
o AP} §lck = 59 S8R tigo] AAlshs 7ol s1g ey dedEe] £
S Y8 vk o 2718 "EETHChung & Jones-Jang, 2022). &, d191ARE 2
g7, Az 13e] Yaleole Etekal dA) Adsto] Wi f13lskA] edttal Q1AEAY 9]
3l tiesh] gt AFES mEe Ao] & o] HA| et WA B Ao|r). o]
g Qlafe Ao R Ak AR te AR Eieell tigh Bals FAsto] ejdEl tigt
HAEE A7l 93-S K (Barua, Barua, Aktar, Kabir, & Li, 2020). 2AI= o
2] ARYATEE A=H9 Al el 9 nel] thek =2 AF=7E & A7](Wang et

. 2021), wk== #8(Hornik et al., 2021: Wang et al., 2021), ARIH Agl57]
(Bridgman et al., 2020; Kim & Tandoc, 2022) 9} 7:& Wol4=2] 4= 7H42 o]ojzl
The 23 Basigiv)
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A S9N AT Q4 FYI) WA5E FraEe e qae
gk, B A7 Si9lguol o A} wolass Ml Eeg YRR Qs
WS WA ek PsAe] ok Zloleks 7P AFshuAt Btk wep, S9i4n

/\]Q‘ uqu ‘—g—/\é oL/ﬂ‘ H}oAZ=%] zx_’*:ﬂg] v}

RIS

QIO 1. ZRH9 TR B9 AlFO| £24E TRLHO W FENS FyKoz
OBII(HTa) TRHQ ZIECIUS Sipt Hokts| Z42 Sist =242 & 8 20|

CHH1b).

SRl ok N7} 2 1ake s el S dles TRt
Ao EE= A7 E FEE v Aolgks dlde] 7hssith. AR si=uH9 e
gl EQEelA fed el ot gt 420 S A4 o= Blawdk AH(Gallotti,
Valle, Castaldo, Sacco, & De Domenico, 2020)0] w2, =2 sidd] %7] 31941
7F Ae] A S =7 o SR, Rge] SFHA XAt 4 58] ST1RE A
S VRt HIE o] gl SRS AlFshe At SAHEAE GARE SleR
& Yol S7kh= Atom Tk nlojg] 714]0] Ay} moliths W2 191 R. Aot
A7rsAel B(H) AR IAE el 7hsis srIgict. sI9Ign. Aok Ad7ks/d el
Q1 ZAlell gk 271 Al it s ro tigh AE)7F WSS 3R 7
ol T FAA Q1Aks SHAA WIS i AR @AdskA
o PxohA = HleE A3k A BT Caceres et al., 2022). =, 3]914E
e AlE7F oAl Esol gk oAl B el AR g @P\VJ A¥}, g5 0w 7t

S3o] YA 0|2 AAZ | et} ot SR ’dﬂgr P
(=) A2l #AE =3 tiokre] AATEL o]2f3l BAV) FEA 0B E e o
2 018 AJUE-S Zo|= AFE %#E Aolgty Aud(Barua et al., 2020; Greene &

Murphy, 2021: Wang et al., 2021). ¥ 5= 3el]=] Wetoll M g2t A55A] 92 5191
el gk Al=le} 71d7bs 3o IS AEal, ofefdt TAE Bial S5 Q1A e
TrdEd oE) mfEEA ASstaat sk wEbA, theat 2 JRIES AR
(Figure 1) 2 A7lx] AXE 7MIES 2818 Hads Hofeel,

e 712 2219 B Sl EE oA Ade ffesk=ulr 13



ST 2. F2LN9 A SR ARFE0| =25 I=N9 Hebiseol o St A
=3

OIM 3. FELH9 2SI A=iEo| F2LN9 e tsde St ie mitke Bl
=25d 2M(H3a) R L] Z=2I4(H3b)2 Saif o Zo|Et.

Perceived vaccine
i efficacy o
Trustin COVID-19- Likelihood of
related misinforration COVID-19 infection
Adherence to
prevention measures

Figure 1. Research model

Note. Trust in COMD-19-related misinformation (ZELHIHE SIS M2[5F), Perceived vaccine efficacy (HHASs
A4 214l Adherence to prevention measures (YAl 4= Q1A)) | Likelihood of COMD-19 infection (ZELH9 Z0{S) .

2 AFxte S siid ARaAt dlolHE 7Rke s side] 717E s 9 Hlole] o)
SR AlRh el = WalEa Q12 Bl MAEEERlE mivlE =9 e
el PiXE BAE AuEdT s AnaARs 2ARESIA] B9 (Embrain) o skl
Vo=, 2020 SAPY Q- Ak AEE EdlE SAke] A, A, A5
2|9 58 Z3PA(stratification variable) 2 288+ 3134 (quota sampling) S AAI81S
o} o AdEsaks 2021 119 18UHE 2023 59 44714 F X e 7ai=ilom, A
B2} A Rl 7 A s2ui9 B EE (Table 1ol 715813

2 Aol FEU9 A SR AlEE S8 2.5%F Al (Wave 2.5) 2 914
T 2 F=H9 vlelefzr) 453 SRS 42 Al (Wave 4) 9] F 2k 24} Hlol[HE

X
r
O
(S, i
i
i
=

WA 2 5aF AEZAR= v 134 23 v AEZHEA WHE(ESM, experience

14 SEARSE 683 45 (20244 83)



sampling method) 2= AA=EATHF 143] HA)). ESME] 74-¢ the Azl vls)] 2AF

ol o] mwﬂ 2 A ol Sl S Q9IS BSME: )
sAsell v SAB-104 Ao, SF(14-164 Alel), A (19-214] Ae) %aw

AR RS2 HHX]?‘SJ—?F SEe] SHI QA(QIUF, SHI ), $YA 1

[e)
= 7P (emotion state)ES =43 & AWH Yol g/ o® Bl ksl Q= 31

ESM A2 #ols|izls 5 24 18] ol ESM ZAlell efdt SHAR= 70410]91om, of7]
X % 7,334319] ESM $5-< 1.3 5 J9irk

THro® 4aF AeaAkes 2e] st WAl ow JgHsl. 4 AE8HE 5
WAESA Q1) HIdeE e e TE|a FEUH9 AoRE Sshs BRES B0
83Tt 4aF AL 3ok 2,918% 7, 2,531l AAIE ESM ALl Foidld -SHAke
& 516WOE B Aolr= o] 58 HE BAUMo = EsISich

Table 1. Summary of the Panel Survey Data

Data collection - Sample
Wave period Temporal characteristics size Type of survey
1 2021 Nov. 18- The first phase of daily life recovery 5,839 Online survey
Nov. 29
~ Spread of Omicron variants and
2 2022 Jan. 20 re-enforcement of temporary social 3,795 Online survey
Jan. 25 : )
distancing
2.5 A2 . 211 = Rapid spread of Omicron variants 708 Eehilizigsiad bieve 2
Mar. 6 survey respondents.
B End of South Korea's presidential
3 2022 Mear. 23 election and decline in Omicron variants 2,581 Online survey
Mar. 25
spread
4 2022 Oct. 4 - Gradual relaxation of social distancing 2918 il vy
Oct. 14 measures
5 2023 Apr. 21 - Lifting of all social distancing measures 2,280 Online survey

May 4 except mask-wearing

Note. The waves of survey data analyzed in the present study are highlighted in gray.

2) HSEH

(1) AU AP A=)
= Ao S SRU9 A 770l SR sieldre] tie SRk Aot
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2 AellA theE B9 R gkl Aol A FAH o HR1g &9 =R Al
Stk FISIAR NG MEES 15 2,53 ESM Al S4Ee) 1427ke] ESM
ZAPIA A S REL B 147G eH, SRR 7} SS9 RE AAEselA
SRIgE F, "ARE AR gk Fste] oA oju ik ke Al tisl e WA G
¥ (0) 58 Aoz D) (10)0] H%a% 117 #zmel] 7]9ksjo] 2pale] Azhel| 7h7ke-
5 AeEieit). & 14714 S91gRe] g2 (1) "AZ Wl ot wig- Yo} =249 o
WEart Aol ItF (M = 4.11, SD = 2.83), (2) "F=1H9 WAl&e] 7|50} 5482
9l Akl o) ofEdo] AR (M = 2.65, SD = 2.82), (3) Hadse Iz
19 7H9450] Yo} o IES Hks FA7L §IF (M = 2.77, SD = 2.86), (4) "% iﬁ—‘é—&i
‘A

¢

d

& e Ul AR A8 a glek (M = 3.07, SD = 2.78), (8) 'mRNA HOU. k!
Al oPdRkE]l Aoy AddS w7] fleide A=UH9 WAlS e 8dd gk Alo] F
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Table 2 Estimation of the Relationship among Trust in COVID-19-related Misinformation, Perceived
Vaccine Efficacy, Adherence to Prevention Measures, and the Likelihood of COVID-19 Infection

Perceived Adherence to  Likelihood of COVID-19 infection

vaccine prevention Before entering  After entering
efficacy measures mediators mediators
Intercept 0.61" 0.64" 0.84 265"
(0.06) (0.05) (0.54) (0.66)
Predicting variable
Trust in misinformation 0.16™ ~0.08™ 0.67° 0.36"
(0.02) (0.02) 0.21) (0.22)
Mediating variables
Perceived vaccine efficacy ~1.43
(0.44)
Adherence to prevention measures ~1.39
(0.50)
Control variables
-0.02 0.07" -0.05 0.02
Gender (female = 1) 0.0 0.02 0.19) (0.20)
Age 0.22" 0.29" 1717 -1.06
(0.04) (0.04) 0.41) (0.43)
Education -0.03 -0.04 0.42 0.35
(0.06) (0.06) (0.59) (0.59)
Household income 0.06 -0.03 -0.17 -0.13
(0.04) (0.04) (0.43) (0.43)
Political ideology -0.18 -0.01 -0.74 -1.07
(0.06) (0.04) (0.50) (0.52)

Note. Unstandardized regression coefficients and robust standard errors (in parentheses) estimated based on the
generalized estimation equation (GEE) model are reported. To compare effect sizes, all variables were rescaled to
range from O to 1. Trust in misinformation (GRIAEAZ]), Perceived vaccine efficacy (BiAESA 1A, Adherence
to prevention measures (Y3RIE4) - Likelihood of COVID-19 infection (Z2LH9 24247 FsA))

“p (.10, * p .05, ¥ p .01, p(.001. N=516.

R 7ol ZIEl] SI9PAR ARl MAEEY 1 W WIrE F4E
5ol m2H9 297FsAel Ak (Kl 2% Ak (Table )00 AXJ3Ich (Table
3ol el 2A SR AR5 MAEA A e 254 7))
W, o] B3] AEH o 2N FelrksAe] F7hhe bt wasgle, e, 2

A7) 7Hd 3& AA AT
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Table 3. Indirect Effects and Total Effects Based on Bootstrapping
Estimated effects (Bootstrapped 95% Cl)

Sum of indirect effects 0.334 (0.167, 0.552)
Indirect effect via perceived vaccine efficacy 0.225 (0.084, 0.415)
Indirect effect via adherence to prevention measures 0.103" (0.026, 0.226)

Total effects 0.700° (0.251, 1.160)

Note. Indirect effect and total effect sizes estimated based on 5,000 resampling iterations and bootstrapped 95%
confidence intervals are reported.
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