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Abstract

Background: Science-driven storytelling and entertainment-education (E-E) media demonstrate potential for
promoting improved attitudes and behavioral intent towards health-related practices. Months after the outbreak of
coronavirus disease 2019 (COVID-19), emerging research highlights the essential role of interventions to improve
public confidence in the COVID-19 vaccine. To improve vaccine confidence, we designed three short, animated
videos employing three research-informed pedagogical strategies. These can be distributed globally through social
media platforms, because of their wordless and culturally accessible design. However, the effectiveness of short,
animated storytelling videos, deploying various pedagogic strategies, needs to be explored across different global
regions.

Methods/design: The present study is a multi-site, parallel group, randomized controlled trial (RCT) comparing the
effectiveness of (i) a storytelling-instructional-humor approach, (ii) a storytelling-analogy approach, (iii) a storytelling-
emotion-focused approach, and (iv) no video. For our primary outcomes, we will measure vaccine hesitancy, and
for secondary outcomes, we will measure behavioral intent to seek vaccination and hope. Using online platforms,
we will recruit 12,000 participants (aged 18–59 years) from the USA and China, respectively, yielding a total sample
size of 24,000.

© The Author(s). 2022 Open Access This article is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International License,
which permits use, sharing, adaptation, distribution and reproduction in any medium or format, as long as you give
appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to the Creative Commons licence, and indicate if
changes were made. The images or other third party material in this article are included in the article's Creative Commons
licence, unless indicated otherwise in a credit line to the material. If material is not included in the article's Creative Commons
licence and your intended use is not permitted by statutory regulation or exceeds the permitted use, you will need to obtain
permission directly from the copyright holder. To view a copy of this licence, visit http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.
The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver (http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/) applies to the
data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated in a credit line to the data.

* Correspondence: simiao.chen@uni-heidelberg.de
1Heidelberg Institute of Global Health (HIGH), Faculty of Medicine and
University Hospital, Heidelberg University, Heidelberg, Germany
2Chinese Academy of Medical Sciences and Peking Union Medical College,
Beijing, China
Full list of author information is available at the end of the article

Chen et al. Trials          (2022) 23:161 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13063-022-06067-5

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1186/s13063-022-06067-5&domain=pdf
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-0555-2157
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/
mailto:simiao.chen@uni-heidelberg.de


Discussion: This trial uses innovative online technology, reliable randomization algorithms, validated survey
instruments, and list experiments to establish the effectiveness of three short, animated videos employing various
research-informed pedagogical strategies. Results will be used to scientifically support the broader distribution of
these short, animated video as well as informing the design of future videos for rapid, global public health
communication.

Trial registration: German Clinical Trials Register DRKS #00023650. Date of registration: 2021/02/09.

Keywords: COVID-19, Rrandomized controlled trial, Vaccine hesitancy, Vaccine acceptance, Protocol, Hope, List
experiment, Vaccine confidence
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Background and rationale
In the midst of the COVID-19 pandemic, research high-
lights the critical role of interventions to increase vaccine
confidence, even before vaccines for COVID-19 become
universally available [1, 2]. The WHO has dubbed vaccine
hesitancy one of the greatest threats to global health [3],
yet we are lacking interventions that effectively promote
vaccine confidence in ways that are accessible and globally
scalable. Many existing interventions have focused on pro-
viding information in the form of scientific data, using a
didactic approach. This strategy has proven ineffective for
key target audiences [4].
Designing effective interventions for a broad range of

target audiences has become even more important
during the COVID-19 pandemic as misinformation has
spread rapidly around the world. Negative claims about
vaccines often appeal to the emotions of the target audi-
ences, eliciting vaccine doubt and hesitancy. This obser-
vation—that emotion-focused messages resonate and
affect health behaviors [4, 5]—can also potentially be

used to the advantage of health communicators. Re-
search suggests that activating positive emotions, like
hope and altruism, can actually bolster vaccine educa-
tion interventions [5].
Other promising pedagogical strategies, including the

use of instructional humor [6], analogies [7, 8], and
storytelling, could also be leveraged to promote vaccine
confidence, and researchers have advocated for a
transdisciplinary approach to successful health
communication on vaccines [4]. By integrating different
fields of expertise, including those outside of academia—
like entertainment and marketing—we may be able to
design more effective vaccine promotion interventions.
Animated E-E videos, developed using transdisciplinary
approaches, could be an especially effective method for
distributing evidence-based health messages globally
through social media platforms [9, 10].
To improve vaccine confidence, we designed three

videos, employing three research-informed pedagogical
strategies: (i) a storytelling-instructional-humor ap-
proach (ii) a storytelling-analogy approach (iii) a
storytelling-emotion-focused approach.
The first prototype video was released on Stanford

Medicine’s YouTube channel (https://youtu.be/Ut_6
GInouYg) on October 19th, 2020, and was viewed 27,290
times within the first 3 weeks. This video belongs to a
collection of science-driven, storytelling COVID-19 ani-
mations that have already reached several million viewers
globally. Because all of the videos contain no spoken
words, these interventions can be rapidly distributed to
global audiences without translation. Video interventions
could play an important role in broadly disseminating
health information during the COVID-19 pandemic, but
there is a need to evaluate the efficacy of such interven-
tions for improving vaccine confidence.
A secondary aim of the intervention videos is to

convey hope, a measurable parameter that research
suggests is related to improved health, psychosocial, and
academic outcomes [11]. Recent research even suggests
that leveraging positive emotions, including hope, may
be leveraged as part of COVID-19 vaccine education in-
terventions [5]. Hope has been defined as the perceived
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capacity to build pathways towards our goals and motiv-
ate ourselves to use those pathways. Hope theory pro-
posed by Snyder [11] has been likened to the theories of
optimism, self-efficacy, and self-esteem. Especially dur-
ing the COVID-19 pandemic, a period characterized by
widespread emotional distress [12], bolstering hope
could have meaningful positive effects on the mental
health of the global public.
The aim of this study is to systematically evaluate the

efficacy of animated, short video interventions, with
different pedagogical approaches, for (a) reducing
vaccine hesitancy, (b) increasing behavioral intent to get
vaccinated, and (c) increasing hope. Here, we propose an
online experiment in which the video intervention and a
survey will be randomly ordered and assigned to 24,000
participants between the age of 18 and 59, living in
China or the USA. These two countries represent a
considerable population in the world, which are
culturally different from the other and have also
managed the pandemic in significantly different ways
[13]. Results will be used to scientifically support the
ongoing distribution of these interventions as well as
optimizing the design of future animated, E-E videos for
public health communication.

Objective
Our study aims to achieve the following objectives. To:

1. Establish the effectiveness of each of the
intervention videos in reducing COVID-19 vaccine
hesitancy (primary objective).

2. Establish the effectiveness of each of the
intervention videos in increasing behavioral intent
towards COVID-19 vaccination.

3. Establish the effectiveness of each of the
intervention videos in increasing participants’ level
of hope.

Methods: participants, interventions, and
outcomes
Study setting
This trial will be conducted online, using the SPIRIT
reporting guidelines [14]. For the United States, we will
use the research platform created and managed by
Prolific Academic Ltd (ProA: https://www.prolific.co/) to
recruit participants and an online web platform Gorilla
(www.gorilla.sc) to host and deploy our study; for China,
we will use Kurundata, which recruits members in a
variety of ways, including through its own platform
(https://www.kurundata.com/), partnerships with other
websites, and encouraging registered members to recruit
new members through the popular mobile application
WeChat (Appendix S1).

Trial design
Our study is a multi-site, parallel group, randomized
controlled trial (RCT) comparing the effectiveness of
each of the short intervention videos with each other
and with no video (the control condition). Via the online
research platforms, participants will be randomly
assigned to four intervention arms (Video A:
storytelling-instructional-humor approach, Video B:
storytelling-analogy approach, Video C: storytelling-
emotion-driven approach) and a control arm (no video).
Participants will be randomized at a 1:1:1:1 ratio (Fig. 1).
In each trial arm, there is a questionnaire survey, ar-
ranged in the following order. Intervention arm a: partic-
ipants will receive the storytelling-instructional-humor
video, followed by the survey. Intervention arm b: partic-
ipants will receive the storytelling-analogy video,
followed by the survey. Intervention arm c: participants
will receive the storytelling-emotion-focused video,
followed by the survey. Control arm: participants will
first receive the survey. After survey responses are sub-
mitted, participants in the control arm will be given ac-
cess to the video interventions arranged in a single loop
(to ensure post-trial access to treatment).

Eligibility criteria
To be eligible, participants must be between the age of
18 and 59, living in China or the USA. Since this video
is wordless and culturally inclusive, therefore accessible
to participants of all language and cultural groups. The
English questionnaire will be translated into Chinese, so
participants from the USA must have reading
competency in English, and participants from China
must have reading competency in Chinese to complete
the trial questionnaire. Those who do not sign the
consent form or drop out will be excluded from the data
analysis.

Ethical approval
Ethics approval was obtained from the Stanford
University IRB on January 12th, 2021, protocol #59503,
and from the Chinese Academy of Medical Sciences &
Peking Union Medical College IRB on March 10th,
2021.

Who will obtain informed consent?
Participants must preview an information and consent
form before they can begin the survey. The form
explains the purpose of the study, the risks and benefits
of the research, and how to contact the study
investigators (or the Stanford University ethics review
board). By clicking the link, participants consent to
participate in our study and will be redirected to the
Gorilla or Kurundata platform, where additional
information is given. Participants can exercise their
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freedom to participate (or decline participation) at
recruitment or at any point during the study.

Criteria for discontinuing or modifying allocated
interventions
Since this is a minimal risk study of an online
educational video intervention, we do not anticipate
needing to discontinue or modify the allocated
interventions during the course of the study. Participants
can withdraw from the study at any time and
participants will not be compensated for incomplete
surveys. Those participants who choose not to sign the
consent form or fail to complete the experiment in its
entirety will be excluded from the data analysis.

Interventions
Intervention description
The video interventions are a short (2–3-min) animated E-
E videos about vaccines. All videos use a storytelling ap-
proach, but each video differs slightly in its pedagogical ap-
proach. Intervention arm a will view a video that uses a
storytelling-instructional-humor approach. Intervention
arm b will view a video that uses a storytelling-analogy ap-
proach and intervention arm c will view a video that uses a
storytelling-emotion-focused approach. The videos were
developed with input from advisors at the Immunization
Action Coalition, Vaccinate Your Family (formerly, Every
Child by Two), the Stanford University Pediatrics Dept.
Division of Infectious Diseases, the Icahn School of Medi-
cine, the University of Texas Rio Grande Valley School of
Medicine, and the Heidelberg Institute of Global Health.
The video interventions have no words, speech, or text, but
incorporate soundtracks consisting of music and sound

effects. The videos demonstrate how COVID-19 has im-
pacted lives around the world and how a vaccine could
catalyze a partial return to pre-pandemic lifestyles. The vid-
eos are designed for universal reach and optimized for re-
lease on social media. The interventions can be viewed at
the links below in countries that allow access to YouTube:
Video A: https://youtu.be/ap8xpyREaTc
Video B: https://youtu.be/fYYBJ0d6gl0
Video C: https://youtu.be/WH5KUhGtfa8

Explanation for the choice of comparators
The comparators are similar-length E-E videos, all animated
in the same styles by the same animator. They all convey
the same message (i.e., vaccines work) using a storytelling
approach, without the use of spoken or written language.
Each intervention arm video uses a slightly different peda-
gogical approach. The control arm receives no video inter-
vention. Comparing the intervention arms a, b and c with
the control arm will allow us to quantify the effect of each
intervention on the primary and secondary outcomes. Com-
paring intervention arms a, b and c with each other will
allow us to explore the differential effect of these peda-
gogical approaches on the primary and secondary outcomes.
We will use list experiments, also referred to as the un-
matched count technique [15], to eliminate social desirabil-
ity bias regarding vaccine-seeking behavioral intent. For the
list experiments, we will use the control list as the
comparator.

Outcomes
Primary outcome measures
Our primary outcome is vaccine hesitancy (including
COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy). We will ask participants

Fig. 1 Study design with 24,000 participants randomized to receive the video and questionnaire (treatment arm) or questionnaire and video
(control arm)
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how much they agree or disagree with statements related
to perceived vaccine safety as well as their attitudes,
preferences, beliefs, and hesitancies regarding regular
vaccines and the COVID-19 vaccine, respectively [16].
In the statistical analysis process, we will use nine ques-
tions to measure the degree of vaccine hesitancy in gen-
eral and seven questions to measure the COVID-19
vaccine hesitancy specifically. Then we will normalize
the final score to a range of 1–5 for both measures for
comparison, which higher scores indicate higher degrees
of vaccine hesitancy. These questions are shown in
Table 1 and the data elicited from this survey will enable
us to achieve objective 1.

Secondary outcome measures
Our secondary outcomes include participants’ behavioral
intent to get vaccinated as well as participants’ level of
hope. In order to reduce the social desirability bias often
associated with direct questioning about sensitive items
[15], we will use the unmatched count or list
randomization approach to devise a series of list
experiments [17]. Four list experiments will be used, as
shown in Table 2. For each experiment, the control
group will receive a list of three items. Participants are
asked how many items they are likely to do in the
coming months without stating which ones they chose.
The treatment group will get the identical item lists but
with one additional “sensitive” item relating to their

behavioral intent to get vaccinated or encourage their
loved ones to do so. For example, imagining that the
control group select 1 out of the 3 items on average
while the treatment group select 1.3 out of the 4
items, with the assumption that the average
acceptance of these two cohorts is the same, we can
conclude that the prevalence of participants who
would get vaccinated against COVID-19, is 20%. We
have designed the list of experiments in accordance
with published best practices [17], and these data will
be used to assess objective 2.
Second, we will assess participants’ level of hope using

the Adult Hope Scale [18], a 12-item scale measuring
participants’ level of hope (Table 3). The Adult Hope
Scale is comprised of two subscales relating to Snyder’s
cognitive model of hope: (1) Agency (goal-directed en-
ergy) and (2) Pathways (planning to accomplish goals)
[11]. The 12 items include 4 Agency items, 4 Pathways
items, and 4 distractors. Participants are asked to re-
spond using an 8-point Likert-type scale ranging from
Definitely False to Definitely True. As recommended in
the literature, we will refer to the scale as “The Future
Scale” within the survey experiment.
We also aim to measure the difference of the

outcomes above between the three intervention arms a
(storytelling-instructional-humor), b (storytelling-
analogy), and c (storytelling emotion-focused). These
data will be used to assess objective 3.

Table 1 The (COVID-19) vaccine hesitancy items

Vaccine hesitancy COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy

L1. Vaccines are important for my health L1. COVID-19 vaccines are important for my health

L2. Vaccines are effective L2. COVID-19 vaccines are effective

L3. Having myself vaccinated is important for the health of others
in my community

L3. Having myself vaccinated with a COVID19 vaccine is important for the health
of others in my community

L4. All vaccines offered by the government programme in my
community are beneficial.

L4. All COVID-19 vaccines offered by the government program in my community
are beneficial

L5. New vaccines carry more risks than older vaccines L5. COVID-19 vaccines from other countries carry more risks than vaccines from
my country

L6. I trust the information I receive about shots L6. The information I receive about COVID-19 vaccines from the vaccine program
is reliable and trustworthy

L7. Getting vaccines is a good way to protect myself from disease L7. Getting COVID-19 vaccines is a good way to protect myself from COVID-19

L8. I am able to openly discuss my concerns about shots with my
doctor

L8. Generally, I do what my doctor or health care provider recommends about
COVID-19 vaccines for myself

L9. I am concerned about serious adverse effects of vaccines L9. I am concerned about serious adverse effects of COVID-19 vaccines

L10. People do not need vaccines for diseases that are not
common anymore

L10. I do not need COVID-19 vaccines if it’s not a pandemic anymore

L11. I believe that many of the illnesses shots prevent are severe L11. I am concerned that COVID-19 vaccines might not prevent the disease

L12. It is better to get fewer vaccines at the same time L12. I am concerned that COVID-19 vaccines might not be safe

L13. People get more shots than are good for them

L14. It is better to develop immunity by getting sick than to get a
shot

*Note: the survey tool was designed based on [16], which requires the level of agreement from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”
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Sample size
To calculate the sample size needed for pairwise
comparison between three groups, we used a one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA). The formula is as
follows.

nA ¼ σ2A þ σ2B
κ

� �
Z1−α

τ
þ Z1−β

μA−μB

� �2

where κ, the matching ratio, is equal to 1 in our study;
μA and μB are the means of group A and group B; σA
and σB are the standard deviations; α = 0.05 and β = 0.2
are the type-I and type-II error, respectively; Z is the
quantile function; and τ = 2 is the number of compari-
sons to be made. For vaccine hesitancy (and COVID-19
vaccine hesitancy), we assume that the means of two
arms are 2.00 and 2.01, which represents the level of
vaccine acceptance of this arm (1 means total acceptance
and 5 means complete refusal), the standard deviations
are the same, 0.10. To detect a difference of 0.01 be-
tween the vaccine hesitancy between arms, we can calcu-
late the total minimal sample size is nA = nB = nC = nD =
1570, so the N = 6280. To test the sensitivity of the re-
sult, we can change our assumption and increase the
standard deviation to 0.12, i.e., σA = σB = 0.12. Then we
have nA = nB = nC = nD = 2260 and N = 9040. To achieve
a higher level of accuracy, we will recruit 12,000 partici-
pants in each country for this study.

Recruitment and implementation
We will recruit participants from the ProA and
Kurundata platforms. Study participants will be
compensated $1.30 for completing the survey at ProA
and 5 RMB at Kurundata. ProA or Kurundata will make
the reward payment to study participants. To complete

Table 2 List experiments in the trial

List 1: COVID vaccine—self uptake

1. Brush my teeth at least twice daily

2. Begin learning a new language

3. Smoke cigarettes or vape

4. Get vaccinated against COVID-19 when the vaccine is available for
me*

List 2: COVID vaccine—recommendation

1. Recommend a show or movie to my friend

2. Encourage a friend to seek routine dental care

3. Allow a friend to drive home even though I think they may have had
too much to drink

4. Encourage a friend or family member to get vaccinated against
COVID-19 when the vaccine is available for them*

List 3: routine vaccine—self uptake

1. Wash my hands before eating

2. Take up a new sport

3. Have unprotected sex with someone who is not my long-term
partner

4. Get a routine vaccine (for example, flu vaccine, tetanus booster shots,
hepatitis B vaccine) if the doctor recommends it*

List 4: routine vaccine—recommendation

1. Try to get my family to eat more fruits and vegetables

2. Perform a routine check of the batteries in our smoke detectors

3. Encourage a friend to get a tattoo or body piercing

4. Encourage a friend or family member to get a routine vaccine (for
example, flu vaccine, tetanus booster shots, hepatitis B vaccine) if the
doctor recommends it*

Note: In each trial arm, both groups will receive four lists. For each list, the
control group will get the first three items only; the treatment group will
receive the three items and the fourth sensitive item, indicated by an asterisk
(*). Each list experiment will be preceded by the question: “In the coming 3
months, how many of the following things are you likely to do? I do not need
to know which of these things you are likely to do, just how many.”

Table 3 The future scale

Items Response

I1. I can think of many ways to get out of a jam. 1. = Definitely false

I2. I energetically pursue my goals. 2. = Mostly false

I3. I feel tired most of the time. 3. = Somewhat false

I4. There are lots of ways around any problem. 4. = Slightly false

I5. I am easily downed in an argument. 5. = Slightly true

I6. I can think of many ways to get the things in life that are important to me. 6. = Somewhat true

I7. I worry about my health. 7. = Mostly true

I8. Even when others get discouraged, I know I can find a way to solve the problem. 8. = Definitely true

I9. My past experiences have prepared me well for my future.

I10. I’ve been pretty successful in life.

I11. I usually find myself worrying about something.

I12. I meet the goals that I set for myself.

Note: Items 2, 9, 10, and 12 make up the agency subscale. Items 1, 4, 6, and 8 make up the pathway subscale. Researchers can either examine results at the
subscale level or combine the two subscales to create a total hope score
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the survey, a potential study participant must open an
account on ProA or Kurundata and provide his or her
personal information. Participants must agree to ProA’s
or Kurundata’s data privacy terms and conditions. ProA
or Kurundata will assign each participant a unique,
anonymized ID. Because ProA and Kurundata handle
the interaction between the study investigators and
participants, the participants will be anonymous to the
study investigators. ProA and Kurundata are both
research platforms with access to large numbers of study
participants, enabling us to achieve the desired sample
size for this study.

Assignment of interventions: allocation
All participants who give consent for participation and
who fulfill the inclusion criteria will be randomized.
After they complete the consent form, Gorilla and
Kurundata will use a web-based randomization algo-
rithm to randomly allocate participants to the interven-
tion arm a, intervention arm b, intervention arm c, or
control arm (sequence generation) at a 1:1:1:1 ratio. The
randomization algorithm involves a web-based algorithm
using random permutation, which is independent from
the researchers who will recruit patients and implement
the protocol. Once an arm of participants is fully re-
cruited, subsequent participants will be randomly
assigned to the remaining groups until all arms are fully
recruited.

Assignment of interventions: blinding
The study investigators and those involved in the data
analyses and statistics will be blinded to the group
allocation.

Data collection and management
Plans for assessment and collection of outcomes
The study investigators will be responsible for data
collection. Data will be collected on either the Gorilla or
Kurundata platforms. The data retrieved from the
platforms will be anonymous. Data downloaded will be
stored on an encrypted and secure server. The data will
be deleted two years after the study has been completed.

Plans to promote participant retention and completion
Participants will be automatically timed out from the
online platform if they take more than 45min to
complete the study. Though participants can withdraw
the study at any time, they will not be compensated for
incomplete survey participation. Incomplete data will be
excluded from our analyses. Since the participants are
anonymous to us, there is no way to initiate follow-up in
the time limit.

Data management
Data will be collected on the Gorilla or Kurundata
platforms. Third parties except for ProA or Kurundata
will not have access to the data. The data will be
downloaded and safely stored for statistical analysis on a
computing system maintained by the University of
Heidelberg in Germany.

Confidentiality
Because of the anonymized participant IDs, the study
investigators can never meet or know the identity of the
study participants. The study investigators will only have
access to the participants’ anonymized ID and no other
personal or confidential information, and the data will
be deleted 2 years after the study has been completed.
The study investigators will keep this information
confidential.

Statistical methods
Descriptive measures
We will use descriptive statistics to obtain summaries of
the demographic data (age, sex, education status,
country of residence, etc.).

Primary outcomes
For each participant, we will calculate their (COVID-19)
vaccine hesitancy score based on their survey responses.
Let Kk denote the mean vaccine hesitancy for each trial
arm, where k ∈ {a, b, c} such that a represents the
intervention arm a (video with storytelling-instructional-
humor approach), b represents the intervention arm b
(video with storytelling-analogy approach), c represents
the intervention arm c (video with storytelling-emotion-
focused approach), and d represents the control arm. To
evaluate the effectiveness of the video, we will use
ANOVA for continuous endpoints and χ2 test for binary
endpoints to assess the statistical significance of the dif-
ference between the control arm and the treatment
arms. To investigate the factors that affect the endpoints,
we will use generalized linear mixed models (GLMM)
for the analysis of our endpoints. We use ordinary least
squares (OLS) regression for our continuous end-
points; we will use (modified) Poisson regression for
our binary endpoints; we will use negative binomial
regression for our count endpoints. The reason for
the choice of modified Poisson regression for our bin-
ary endpoints is that this analysis has good statistical
properties and generates risk ratios, which are far eas-
ier and safer to interpret than the effect size measures
generated by alternative methods (such as odds ratios
or marginal effects) [19–22].
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Secondary outcomes
For the vaccination plan in the list experiment, we will
calculate the mean score for the control list and
treatment list, denoted by Ci and Ti respectively, where
i is the index of the list. Then we can calculate the mean
difference between the control list and treatment list
within each trial arm, which is considered as the
participants’ behavioral intent to get vaccinated in this
trial arm, denoted as Dik ¼ Tik−Cik . Analogous to
difference-in-difference analyses, we can identify the ef-
fect of each treatment.
For other secondary outcomes, we can use the same

statistical procedure described above to assess the
effectiveness of our E-E video. We will use R statistical
software to undertake the analysis.

Interim analyses
No interim analyses are planned.

Methods for additional analyses (e.g., subgroup analyses)
Since we will conduct the trial in the USA and China,
we will conduct both country-specific and cross-country
pooled analyses for further comparison.

Methods in analysis to handle protocol non-adherence and
any statistical methods to handle missing data
Participants who decide to withdraw from the trial will
not be replaced

Plans to give access to the full protocol, participant level
data, and statistical code
This document is the full protocol. Anyone interested in
other data or documentation should contact the
corresponding author.

Oversight and monitoring
Composition of the coordinating center and trial steering
committee
The trial will be overseen by a trial steering committee
(TSC). The TSC will have an independent chairperson
and members but also includes the trial collaborators.
Two TSC meetings are planned.

Adverse event reporting and harms
As this is an online survey, there is very minimal risk for
study-related injury or harm. We will present non-
threatening video interventions and questions about vac-
cine attitudes. There are no foreseeable risks to partici-
pating in the online study.

Ancillary and post-trial care
No ancillary and post-trial care is planned.

Dissemination plans
The results of this study will be disseminated through
presentations at international conferences and
publications in peer-reviewed journals. Results will be
used by the study collaborators and their institutions
(Stanford School of Medicine, Heidelberg University,
Chinese Academy of Medical Sciences, and Peking
Union Medical College) to improve the design and uni-
versal appeal of future educational and health promotion
videos. All investigators who meet authorship criteria
will be included as co-authors and anyone who contrib-
uted, but does not meet the criteria for authorship, will
be acknowledged. No professional author services will be
used.

Discussion
Global government and health authorities have actively
engaged in efforts to combat the COVID-19 pandemic,
including imposing a variety of strict lockdown policies
on regions and countries. Also, since the World Health
Organization (WHO) is currently orchestrating the glo-
bal campaign to fight against the spread of the SARS-
CoV-2 virus, the progress of vaccination has dramatically
accelerated and it is foreseeable that numerous safe and
effective vaccines will come to market by 2022 [23].
However, previous research has indicated that vaccine
availability does not guarantee vaccine acceptance, espe-
cially given global variations in cultural and educational
backgrounds [24]. In this study, we propose using ani-
mated, E-E videos to decrease general vaccine hesitancy
globally and to evaluate their effectiveness using three
innovative approaches.
First, we will use the latest online technology to

conduct our multi-site, parallel, randomized controlled
trial. ProA, the online platform, enables researchers to
connect with individuals around the world who are in-
terested in participating in online studies [25]. Kurun-
data fills a similar function in China. Second, we will
host and deploy our study on the Gorilla platform,
which is an experiment builder that provides users with
the tools for undertaking online behavioral research.
The Gorilla randomization algorithm, which demon-
strates the platform’s capability to implement innovative
trial designs, will guide us in randomly assigning partici-
pants at two levels: (1). Participants will be randomized
to the storytelling-instructional-humor video arm, the
storytelling-analogy video arm, the storytelling-emotion-
focused video arm or no video arm (2). Within each
arm, participants will be randomized to control list or
treatment list within the list experiment portion of the
survey.
Third, we will deploy list experiments to reduce the

social desirability bias associated with sensitive questions
such as the intention to seek vaccination. Prior research
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highlights the documented discrepancies between
publicly declared vaccine intentions and privately held
reservations, including safety and efficacy concerns [24].
Therefore, we have designed the list experiment to
minimize social desirability bias toward the behavioral
intention questions.
This study is expected to establish the effectiveness of

short, animated, E-E videos, using different pedagogical
approaches, for improving vaccine confidence. We hope
to document a reduction in vaccine hesitancy and guide
future E-E video development strategies to support edu-
cation and health communication campaigns globally.

Trial status
This protocol was submitted on March 15th, 2021, and
resubmitted on Jan 5, 2022. Recruitment for the trial
and all data collection will have been completed by
February 2022.
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org/10.1186/s13063-022-06067-5.
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