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· 

SM1: SURVEY DETAILS

An online survey with a quota sampled UK participant group of 5,114 adults (18+ years old) was conducted from September 24, 2020 to October 17, 2020 via a market research company (Lucid; https://luc.id/). The quotas used were based upon UK Office for National Statistics (ONS) population estimate data for gender, age, ethnicity, income, and region. Lucid’s platform serves as a centralised source for survey responses, working with over 250 survey suppliers. Lucid operate a marketplace in which they advertise the survey to suppliers, who provide individual participants, with sampling by Lucid from this pool. Participants have opted in to being a panel member for the supplier as well as providing informed consent to this particular survey. The advantage of using multiple survey sources is substantially less reliance on any particular demographic or segment of the population. Respondents will have been sourced from: ads and promotions across digital networks, search, word of mouth and membership referrals, social networks, online and mobile games, affiliate marketing, banner ads, offerwalls, TV and radio ads, and offline recruitment with mail campaigns. Invited respondents did not know the topic of the survey before saying that they would complete it. They were simply told that there was a new survey and informed of the time period for it to be completed. Only after agreeing to participate did they see the online introduction. There were 6,214 complete responses. Respondents were excluded before analysis (n=1100) if they did not meet the inclusion criteria (under 18 or did not consent), responded to all questions in the same way (or straight-lined all assessments in differing ways), or had a completion time lower than nine minutes. The average time to complete the survey was 36.5 (SD=59.0) minutes.

The Oxford Coronavirus Explanations, Attitudes, and Narratives Survey II (OCEANSII) was approved by the University of Oxford Central University Research Ethics Committee ((R71830/RE001) and all participants provided informed consent. Participants were given the following rationale for OCEANSII: “Medical researchers are developing and testing potential vaccinations for coronavirus. A vaccination against coronavirus may become available in the near future. We want to learn about people’s views about a coronavirus vaccination. In particular, we want to find out how many people would or would not wish to be vaccinated and the reasons behind their decision.”



SM2: SAMPLE STATISTICS

	Table SM2: Sample statistics

	Variable
	Mean (SD)/
n (%)

	Age in years
	46.9 (17.1)

	Age ranges
18-24
25-34
35-44
45-54
55-64
65-99
	
571 (11.2%)
898 (17.6%)
883 (17.3%)
929 (18.2%)
761 (14.9%)
1072 (21.0%)

	Gender: Male; Female; Non-binary; prefer not say 
	2574; 2515; 20; 5

	Ethnicity:
White
   English / Welsh / Scottish / Northern Irish / British
    Irish
    Gypsy or Irish Traveller
    Any other White background
Mixed / Multiple ethnic groups
    White and Black Caribbean
    White and Black African
    White and Asian
    Any other Mixed / Multiple ethnic background
Asian / Asian British
    Indian
    Pakistani
    Bangladeshi
    Chinese
    Any other Asian background
Black / African / Caribbean / Black British
    African
    Caribbean
    Any other Black / African / Caribbean background
Other ethnic group
    Arab
    Any other ethnic group
	

4056 (79.3%)
57 (1.1%)
8 (0.2%)
204 (4.0%)

43 (0.8%)
17 (0.3%)
34 (0.7%)
27 (0.5%)

146 (2.9%)
105 (2.1%)
50 (1.0%)
49 (1.0%)
51 (1.0%)

128 (2.5%)
71 (1.4%)
16 (0.3%)

13 (0.3%)
13 (0.3%)

	Marital status: 
Single
Married or Civil Partnership
Cohabiting
Separated
Widowed
	
1672 (32.7%)
2476 (48.4%)
555 (10.9%)
229 (4.5%)
182 (3.6%)

	Highest level of education:
No qualifications
GCSEs grades A*-C (or equivalent)
AS Levels (or equivalent)
A Levels (or equivalent)
Certificate of higher education (e.g. BA, BSc, or equivalent) 
Post graduate qualifications (e.g. MA, MSc, PhD, DPhil)
	
330 (6.5%)
1359 (26.6%)
254 (5.0%)
1355 (26.5%)
1256 (24.6%)
560 (11.0%)

	Total household income (scale from 1-10):
	3.93 (2.28)

	Total household income (categories):
Less than £15,000
£15,000-£19,999
£20,000-£29,999
£30,000-£39,999
£40,000-£49,999
£50,000-£59,999
£60,000-£69,999
£70,000-£99,999
£100,000-£149,999
£150,000 and above
	
869 (17.0%)
633 (12.4%)
1015 (19.8%)
791 (15.5%)
630 (12.3%)
413 (8.1%)
243 (4.8%)
315 (6.2%)
144 (2.8%)
61 (1.2%)

	Housing situation:
Rented from council
Rented from private landlord
Homeowner
Other
	
957 (18.7%)
1090 (21.3%)
2825 (55.2%)
242 (4.7%)

	Region:
North East
North West
Yorkshire and the Humber
East Midlands
West Midlands
East
London
South East
South West
Wales
Scotland
Northern Island
	
192 (3.8%)
567 (11.1%)
414 (8.1%)
357 (7.0%)
470 (9.2%)
405 (7.9%)
723 (14.1%)
731 (14.3%)
427 (8.3%)
257 (5.0%)
465 (9.1%)
106 (2.1%)

	Pre-coronavirus employment status:
Unemployed
Employed full-time
Employed part-time
Self-employed
Retired 
Student
Homemaker
	
455 (8.9%)
2228 (43.6%)
717 (14.0%)
275 (5.4%)
986 (19.3%)
155 (3.0%)
298 (5.8%)

	Employment change due to coronavirus:
None
None, but working from a different location (e.g. work from home)
Working hours have reduced
Working hours have increased
Furlough
Newly Unemployed
Newly employed (full-time)
Newly employed (part-time)
	
3010 (58.9%)
629 (12.3%)
687 (13.4%)
189 (3.7%)
227 (4.4%)
209 (4.1%)
106 (2.1%)
57 (1.1%)

	Had COVID-19:
Yes, a positive test
No, a negative test
May have had it but not been tested
Not had it but not been tested
Other
	
195 (3.8%)
984 (19.2%)
600 (11.7%)
3222 (63.0%)
113 (2.2%)

	High risk for severe COVID-19 course:
Low risk
Moderate risk
Very high risk
	
2434 (47.6%)
1869 (36.5%)
811 (15.9%)

	Religiosity (scale from 1-7):
	3.14 (2.16)

	Political ideology (scale from 1 left – 7 right):
	4.06 (1.31)



Socio-Demographics in our Regression Models

We measured age, sex (which we later dichotomized to 0 for women and 1 for men), educational attainment (later dichotomized to 0 for no higher education and 1 for higher education), religiosity, political ideology, income, and ethnicity (later dichotomized to 0 for white and 1 for non-white). Item wordings are in the “Supplementary Materials II – Survey items used in this article.”



SM3: DETAILS ON CFA RESULTS

Oxford Covid-19 Vaccine Hesitancy Scale (by Freeman, Loe, et al., 2020)

Freeman, Loe, et al. (2020) used the following subset of items of the full scale in their one-factor CFA (see questionnaire for all items of the scale). We excluded item B6 (in grey), due to conceptual overlap with our dependent variable. Scores of answer options range from 1 (least hesitant answer) to 5 (most hesitant answer). “Don’t know” was treated as a missing value.

	These questions are asking about how you would respond if there was an approved COVID-19 vaccine for the NHS.


	B1: Would you take a COVID-19 vaccine (approved for use in the UK) if offered?
	ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
	Definitely
Probably
I may or I may not 
Probably not
Definitely not  
Don’t know

	B2: If there is a COVID-19 vaccine available:

	ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
	I will want to get it as soon as possible 
I will take it when offered
I’m not sure what I will do
I will put off (delay) getting it
I will refuse to get it 
Don’t know

	B3: I would describe my attitude towards receiving a COVID-19 vaccine as:

	ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
	Very keen
Pretty positive
Neutral
Quite uneasy
Against it
Don’t know

	B5: If a COVID-19 vaccine was available at my local pharmacy, I would: 
	ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
	Get it as soon as possible
Get it when I have time
Delay getting it
Avoid getting it for as long as possible
Never get it 
Don’t know

	B6: If my family or friends were thinking of getting a COVID-19 vaccination, I would:

	ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
	Strongly encourage them
Encourage them
Not say anything to them about it
Ask them to delay getting the vaccination
Suggest that they do not get the vaccination
Don’t know

	B11: I would describe myself as:
	ÿ
ÿ
ÿ

ÿ
ÿ
ÿ

	Eager to get a COVID-19 vaccine
Willing to get the COVID-19 vaccine
Not bothered about getting the COVID-19 vaccine
Unwilling to get the COVID-19 vaccine
Anti-vaccination for COVID-19 
Don’t know

	B12: Taking a COVID-19 vaccination is:
	ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
ÿ
	Really important
Important
Neither important nor unimportant
Unimportant
Really unimportant
Don’t know



Model fit information of our CFA (n = 5,114, FIML with mlr estimator, after dropping item B6):
· CFI = 0.990
· TLI = 0.984
· RMSEA = 0.060
· SRMR = 0.009
· α = .97

Standardized factor loadings of items in our CFA (after dropping item B6):
	Item
	Standardized factor loading

	B1
	.93

	B2
	.92

	B3
	.92

	B5
	.91

	B11
	.92

	B12
	.89









Need for chaos (scale by Petersen et al., 2020)

Freeman, Loe, et al. (2020) used the following subset of items of the full scale in their one-factor CFA (see questionnaire for all items of the scale), and we followed their procedure. Scores of answer options range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

	For each statement, please indicate how much you disagree or agree:

	
	Strongly disagree
	Disagree
	Somewhat disagree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Somewhat agree
	Agree
	Strongly agree

	Q1: I get a kick when natural disasters strike in foreign countries 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q3: I fantasize about a natural disaster wiping out most of humanity such that a small group of people can start all over 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q5: When I think about our political and social institutions, I cannot help thinking ‘just let them all burn’
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q9: I need chaos around me – it is too boring if nothing is going on
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Q11: There is no right and wrong in the world
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



Model fit information (n = 5,114, mlr estimator):
· CFI = 0.980
· TLI = 0.960
· RMSEA = 0.069
· SRMR = 0.023
· α = .88

Standardized factor loadings of items:
	Item
	Standardized factor loading

	B1
	.82

	B3
	.85

	B5
	.75

	B9
	.82

	B11
	.64




The “news finds me” attitude (scale by Gil de Zúñiga et al., 2017)

For our one-factor CFA, we used all four items of the scale:

	For these questions, a 1 means that you “completely disagree” and a 10 means that you “completely agree.” Please select on the scale of 1-10 the number that best represents your degree of agreement.

	
	Completely 
Disagree
	Completely 
agree

	
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8
	9
	10

	W1: I rely on my friends to tell me what's important when news about a COVID-19 vaccine happens
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	W2: I can be well informed even when I don't actively follow the news about a COVID-19 vaccine
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	W3: I don't worry about keeping up with the news about a COVID-19 vaccine because I know news will find me
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	W4: When it comes to COVID-19, I rely on information from my friends based on what they like or follow through social media
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



After the initial CFA showed model fit indices slightly below acceptable values, we consulted the modification indices. These suggested the introduction of an error correlation between item W1 and item W4. According to Brown (2015; 157-162), error correlations between items indicate that they still share a relation even after introducing the latent factor that should fully explain their relation. In other words, the variances of items not explained by the factor (i.e., the errors) correlate, which indicates that these items share a relation that goes beyond their relation with the factor. For instance, this can happen through the repetitive formulation of items (cf. Brown, 2015). In such cases, the items still hang together in addition to their relation with the factor, because the factor only explains the underlying (“latent”) meaning of all items, but does not account for relations between single items that hang together for reasons of repetitive formulation. Brown (2015) recommends allowing for the correlation of such error variances to increase the overall fit of the CFA, if it can be reasonably argued why an error correlation occurred (e.g., because of a comparable formulation of two items). Unlike the other items of the scale, item W1 and W4 both refer explicitly to “friends” when it comes to the pathways of how news finds respondents. Thus, we can assume with some certainty that our overall factor measures the general news-finds-me perception independent of specific channels, while items W1 and W4 also contain this meaning but an additional meaning of “news finds me via my friends on social media.” Consequently, we allowed for an error correlation between W1 and W4 in our final CFA which a) accounts for shared unexplained variance between these items and b) reached an acceptable model fit for our latent factor variable measuring a general news-finds-me attitude, independent of specific channels.

Model fit information (n = 5,114, mlr estimator, error correlation between item W1 and W4):
· CFI = 0.996
· TLI = 0.978
· RMSEA = 0.052
· SRMR = 0.008
· α = .74

Standardized factor loadings of items:
	Item
	Standardized factor loading

	W1
	.47

	W2
	.73

	W3
	.68

	W4
	.48



Conspiracy mentality (scale by Bruder et al., 2013)

We measured conspiracy mentality with the five items proposed by Bruder et al. (2013). However, for our one-factor CFA, we dropped item M2 from the scale, because its meaning differs from all other items (M2 focuses on politicians not informing about their motives; all other items focus on secret organizations that rule the world). After an initial CFA with these four items resulted in a model fit slightly below an acceptable value, we investigated the modification indices, which suggested allowing for an error correlation between item M1 and M3. We judged this as reasonable and our final CFA included this error correlation.

Please rate each of the following statements according to the scale below:
	0% 
Certainly Not
	10% Extremely Unlikely
	20%
Very Unlikely
	30% Unlikely
	40%
Somewhat Unlikely
	50%
Undecided
	60%
Somewhat Likely
	70%
Likely
	80% Very Likely
	90%
Extremely Likely
	100%
Certain


 
I think that…
	M1: … many very important things happen in the world, which the public is never informed about.
	0%
	100%

	M2: … politicians usually do not tell us the true motives for their decisions.
	0%
	100%

	M3: … government agencies closely monitor all citizens.
	0%
	100%

	M4: … events which superficially seem to lack a connection are often the result of secret activities.
	0%
	100%

	M5: …  there are secret organizations that greatly influence political decisions.
	0%
	100%



Model fit information (n = 5,114, mlr estimator, error correlation between item M1 and M3):
· CFI = 0.997
· TLI = 0.982
· RMSEA = 0.059
· SRMR = 0.008
· α = .88

Standardized factor loadings of items:
	Item
	Standardized factor loading

	M1
	.69

	M3
	.78

	M4
	.88

	M5
	.86





SM4: COVID-19-RELATED INFORMATION USE BY MEDIA CHANNEL

	
Table SM4. Distribution of use frequencies of media sources for getting information about COVID-19

	(Media) source for getting information about COVID-19
	
n
	
M
	
SD
	
Mdn

	Television
	4954
	3.34
	1.26
	4

	Personal conversations face-to-face
	4920
	2.70
	1.24
	3

	Radio
	4935
	2.51
	1.40
	3

	Google
	4921
	2.45
	1.37
	2

	News apps on phone
	4959
	2.42
	1.43
	2

	National newspapers online
	4931
	2.35
	1.37
	2

	National newspapers print
	4937
	2.28
	1.35
	2

	Government websites
	4923
	2.28
	1.21
	2

	NHS websites
	4896
	2.28
	1.18
	2

	Facebook
	4935
	2.19
	1.44
	1

	Local newspapers online
	4955
	2.17
	1.34
	2

	Personal messaging apps
	4918
	2.17
	1.30
	2

	Health websites
	4926
	2.03
	1.21
	2

	Local newspapers print
	4931
	2.02
	1.27
	1

	General news websites and blogs
	4923
	1.98
	1.31
	1

	YouTube
	4943
	1.95
	1.37
	1

	Emails from friends
	4905
	1.89
	1.27
	1

	Twitter
	4950
	1.88
	1.34
	1

	Instagram
	4931
	1.77
	1.29
	1

	Local doctor’s surgery
	4810
	1.76
	1.14
	1

	Magazines
	4934
	1.69
	1.16
	1

	Local school, college, or university
	4915
	1.66
	1.18
	1

	Celebrities
	4932
	1.63
	1.17
	1

	Podcasts
	4930
	1.62
	1.16
	1

	School or parents’ WhatsApp group
	4933
	1.62
	1.18
	1

	Snapchat
	4931
	1.62
	1.22
	1

	TikTok
	4944
	1.58
	1.19
	1

	Reddit
	4919
	1.56
	1.15
	1

	Breitbart
	4906
	1.48
	1.10
	1

	Note. Answer options were 1 = “never,” 2 = “at least once a month,” 3 = “at least once a week,” 4 = “every day,” 5 = “more than once per day.” Sources in bold were selected for the cluster analysis based on the criteria that they a) comprised the eight most frequently used media sources in the UK in our sample (television, radio, Google, national newspapers online, national newspapers print, government websites, National Health Service (NHS) websites, Facebook) and b) the four most frequently used social media or personal messaging app sources beyond the eight most frequently used sources overall (i.e. personal messaging apps, YouTube, Twitter, Instagram). News apps on phones were excluded because it was unclear if these were social media apps or apps from news organizations.




SM5: EXACT MEANS OF CLUSTERS OF MEDIA DIETS

Cluster analysis produces estimates of the boundaries between groups and does not remove the need for careful interpretation of the results. But it has the key advantage of identifying mutually exclusive groups. Each group’s members exhibit similarity, though there is some internal variation in variable scores for the members of each group. The groups have substantive meaning because, as much as is statistically possible, the variable scores differ between the groups (Kaufman & Rousseeuw, 2009).

	
Table SM5a. Z-Standardized cluster means for each media source for getting information about COVID-19

	Media source for getting information about COVID-19
	C1: News avoiders
(n = 648)
	C2: Mainstream/official news samplers
(n = 988)
	C3: Super seekers
(n = 252)
	C4: Omnivores
(n = 764)
	C5: The social media dependent
(n = 502)
	C6: The TV dependent
(n = 1,339)

	Newspapers print
	-0.69
	0.16
	1.55
	0.56
	-0.33
	-0.27

	Newspapers online
	-0.67
	0.46
	1.47
	0.54
	-0.15
	-0.54

	Television
	-1.58
	0.27
	0.82
	0.35
	-0.27
	0.31

	Radio
	-0.73
	0.23
	1.24
	0.55
	-0.24
	-0.27

	Government websites
	-0.67
	0.34
	1.76
	0.66
	-0.20
	-0.55

	NHS websites
	-0.57
	0.21
	1.84
	0.74
	-0.26
	-0.55

	Facebook
	-0.71
	-0.09
	1.57
	1.08
	0.10
	-0.54

	Twitter
	-0.58
	-0.41
	1.94
	0.90
	0.82
	-0.60

	Instagram
	-0.54
	-0.46
	2.11
	1.01
	0.46
	-0.55

	YouTube
	-0.55
	-0.26
	1.90
	1.17
	0.11
	-0.61

	Personal messaging apps
	-0.63
	-0.06
	1.58
	0.90
	0.27
	-0.56

	Google
	-0.73
	0.21
	1.48
	0.88
	0.21
	-0.66

	Note. Displayed are z-scores indicating differences of cluster means from the grand mean of each media source (z = 0), C = Cluster based on squared Euclidean distance and Ward algorithm, n = 4,493 (lower n due to listwise deletion of missing values on media sources)


 


	
Table SM5b. Absolute cluster means for each media source for getting information about COVID-19

	Media source for getting information about COVID-19
	C1: News avoiders
(n = 648)
	C2: Mainstream/official news samplers
(n = 988)
	C3: Super seekers
(n = 252)
	C4: Omnivores
(n = 764)
	C5: The social media dependent
(n = 502)
	C6: The TV dependent
(n = 1,339)

	Newspapers print
	1.31
	2.45
	4.31
	2.98
	1.79
	1.87

	Newspapers online
	1.40
	2.93
	4.30
	3.04
	2.11
	1.58

	Television
	1.31
	3.65
	4.34
	3.75
	2.97
	3.70

	Radio
	1.45
	2.77
	4.17
	3.21
	2.12
	2.07

	Government websites
	1.44
	2.62
	4.28
	2.99
	1.98
	1.57

	NHS websites
	1.57
	2.47
	4.33
	3.07
	1.93
	1.60

	Facebook
	1.12
	1.98
	4.32
	3.63
	2.25
	1.35

	Twitter
	1.06
	1.28
	4.36
	3.00
	2.89
	1.04

	Instagram
	1.03
	1.13
	4.33
	2.96
	2.27
	1.02

	YouTube
	1.15
	1.53
	4.39
	3.41
	2.02
	1.07

	Personal messaging apps
	1.31
	2.03
	4.14
	3.27
	2.47
	1.40

	Google
	1.41
	2.68
	4.40
	3.59
	2.68
	1.51

	Note. Displayed are absolute cluster means for each media source (scale from 1 “never” to 5 “more than once a day”), C = Cluster based on squared Euclidean distance of z-standardized variables and Ward algorithm, n = 4,493 (lower n due to listwise deletion of missing values on media sources)













	SM6: BIVARIATE CORRELATIONS BETWEEN EXPLANATORY AND CONTROL VARIABLES AND OUTCOME VARIABLE


Table SM6. Bivariate correlations between explanatory and control variables and intention to use social media or personal messaging apps to discourage others from getting vaccinated

	

Predictor
	Intention to use social media and personal messaging apps to discourage others from getting vaccinated

	
	r
	p

	Age
	.021
	.20

	Sex (1 = men)
	-.111
	< .001***

	Education (1 = high)
	-.062
	< .001***

	Religiosity
	-.133
	< .001***

	Political ideology
	-.002
	.90

	Income
	-.123
	< .001***

	Ethnicity (1 = non-white)
	-.029
	.080†

	Conspiracy mentality
	.178
	< .001***

	Need for chaos
	-.022
	.20

	Vaccine hesitancy
	.573
	< .001***

	News finds me
	-.073
	< .001***

	C2: Mainstream/official news samplers
	-.213
	< .001***

	C3: Super seekers
	-.353
	< .001***

	C4: Omnivores
	-.224
	< .001***

	C5: Social media dependent
	-.148
	< .001***

	C6: TV dependent
	-.074
	.004**

	Note. C = Cluster (reference category: “C1: News avoiders”), n = 3,527, † p < .1, * p < .05, ** p < .01. *** p < .001
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