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24 Abstract

25 Introduction: To assess vaccine acceptance among adults living in a largely rural Southern state. 

26 Methods: Data were collected between October 3 and October 17, 2020 using random digit 

27 dialing. Participants included residents aged 18+, able to understand English or Spanish, and 

28 provide informed consent. The primary outcome was a multi-dimensional COVID-19 vaccine 

29 acceptance measure. Scores varied between -3 to +3.

30 Results: The sample (n=1,164) was weighted to be representative of the state’s population. 

31 Black participants had the lowest overall vaccine acceptance (0.5) compared to White 

32 participants (1.2). Hispanic participants had the highest scores (1.4). In adjusted models, Black 

33 participants had 0.81 points lower acceptance than White participants, and Hispanic participants 

34 had 0.35 points higher acceptance. Hispanic participants had the highest scores for all five 

35 vaccine acceptance dimensions, relatively equivalent to White participants. Black participants 

36 had consistently lower scores, especially perceived vaccine safety (mean -0.2, SD 0.1). 

37 Conclusions: The lowest vaccine acceptance rates were among Black participants particularly on 

38 perceived vaccine safety. While Black participants had the lowest acceptance scores, Hispanic 

39 participants had the highest. This variability shows the value of a multi-dimensional vaccine 

40 acceptance measure to inform COVID-19 vaccination campaign strategies.

41
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42 Introduction

43 More than 34 million Americans have contracted COVID-19 and over 609,000 have died from 

44 the disease as of July 2021.1 Three vaccines have received emergency use authorization from the 

45 FDA and have been distributed throughout the United States. While over 49% of Americans 

46 have been fully vaccinated,1 less than 36% of the population in Arkansas have been fully 

47 vaccinated.2 Even with effective COVID-19 vaccines, there is little expectation Americans will 

48 accept the vaccine in sufficient numbers to achieve herd immunity.3-4 Mistrust and doubts 

49 plaguing vaccinations in general5 prevent the acceptance of a COVID-19 vaccine.6 

50

51 The pandemic has more negatively impacted marginalized communities, resulting in higher 

52 COVID-19 case rates and hospitalizations among people of color.7-8 As a result, life expectancy 

53 among Black and Hispanic adults has been reduced due to the pandemic.9 Earlier research 

54 addressing vaccine acceptance among racial/ethnic minorities showed lower rates of flu 

55 vaccination among Black individuals and higher levels of resistance to the flu vaccine.10-11 To 

56 prevent adding to healthcare disparities already highlighted during the pandemic, we need to 

57 better understand how different communities of color feel about the COVID-19 vaccine and how 

58 we can personalize vaccine campaign strategies. Black people make up just 12% of Arkansans 

59 who have received both vaccine doses, even though they account for 15% of the state’s COVID-

60 19 deaths12 and 16% of the state’s population.13

61

62 Evidence on the distribution of COVID-19 vaccine acceptance in populations is emerging. In a 

63 sample of just over 600 American adults, more than two thirds reported they would accept a 

64 COVID-19 vaccination if recommended for them.14 Vaccine acceptance was measured by a 

65 single item. Results showed significant differences by gender, age, race/ethnicity, education, 

66 perception of COVID-19 risk, and region of the United States.14 The study, however, was limited 

67 due to sampling, which required a specific smart phone app to participate. Other studies of 

68 vaccine acceptance across the globe have generally found those who perceived themselves at 

69 higher risk and had previously been vaccinated for the influenza are more likely to be vaccinated 

70 for COVID-19.6,14-19 However, these studies, too, used single measures of vaccine acceptance. 

71 Only two known studies in the U.S. explicitly examined racial and ethnic differences in vaccine 

72 hesitancy in minority groups compared to non-Hispanic White adults.20-21 Longitudinal evidence 
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73 showed the time during the pandemic when a respondent was asked about intent to get 

74 vaccinated (early/late) was associated with degree of uptake.22-23 Both studies were completed 

75 prior to the FDA emergency use authorization of the COVID-19 vaccines and again used single 

76 item measures.

77

78 In this paper, we examine vaccine acceptance among a random sample of Arkansas adults. 

79 Vaccine acceptance is the willingness to receive a vaccine. Unlike previous COVID-19 research, 

80 we used a newly developed, multi-component measure of vaccine acceptance.24 This measure 

81 was developed to address the short-comings of several vaccine hesitancy measures, including 

82 other measures principally developed to assess parents’ willingness to have their children 

83 vaccinated. The study was conducted in a small Southern rural state. This is relevant because 

84 vaccination rates are known to be lower in the rural South, where preventive medical services are 

85 generally less available.25-27 In this paper, we explore the utility of a multi-dimensional scale and 

86 whether using a multi-dimensional scale provides insights into health disparities in vaccine 

87 acceptance.

88 Materials and Methods

89 Study Population. Data were collected from 1,536 residents of Arkansas between October 3 and 

90 October 17, 2020. There was no racial or gender bias in the selection of participants. Participants 

91 were contacted using random digit dialing of mixed ground line and targeted cell phone numbers 

92 in Arkansas. Land lines were a random sample of all known land lines in Arkansas. Cell phone 

93 numbers were a random sample of active numbers used in Arkansas. Usage in the state was 

94 determined by the volume of calls and locations where a particular cell phone was used most. 

95 This target approach eliminated cell numbers not currently in use or used outside the state at the 

96 time of the poll. The mixed sample of ground and cell phones was purchased from a national 

97 company having access to these data and experience doing telephone polling in Arkansas. 

98 Samples of phone numbers were received from the company every two weeks.

99

100 Trained research assistants (RAs) called telephone numbers from a randomized non-duplicative 

101 list. If an eligible person answered the call, the RA explained that he/she was calling from a 

102 health science center and asked if the respondent was interested in answering questions about the 

103 COVID-19 pandemic. If the person refused to participate or the phone was not answered, the RA 
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104 proceeded to the next number. In the event the person reached was only Spanish speaking, an RA 

105 fluent in Spanish spoke with the respondent. 

106

107 After expressing willingness to participate, the RA asked if the respondent was: 18 years or 

108 older; a resident of Arkansas; able to understand and speak English or Spanish; and willing to 

109 provide informed consent. The willingness to consent and going forward with the survey was 

110 used as implicit consent. Study procedures were approved by an institutional review board for 

111 the protection of human subjects (# 260974).

112

113 Measures. Vaccine acceptance was measured using a 10-item short version of a scale developed 

114 by Sarathchandra et al.24 Study participants were asked to focus on a COVID-19 vaccine when 

115 answering the questions. The scale is composed of five subscales (two items each) measuring 

116 distinct dimensions of vaccine acceptance. The five dimensions are: perceived safety of a 

117 vaccine; perceived vaccine effectiveness and necessity; acceptance of vaccine selection and 

118 scheduling of doses; perceived value of and affect toward the vaccine; and the perceived 

119 legitimacy of authorities to require people be vaccinated. Responses were recorded on a seven-

120 point Likert-type scale ranging from one (strongly disagree) to seven (strongly agree). The mid-

121 point of the scale was neither disagree nor agree. To arrive at a vaccine acceptance score, 

122 negatively worded questions were reverse scored, and all items were recoded to create a scale 

123 ranging from negative three (disagree) to positive three (agree) with zero as the midpoint. The 

124 overall scale’s Cronbach’s alpha for the 10 items measuring vaccine acceptance was high, 0.83.24 

125 We present descriptive information on the five subscales, Cronbach's α = 0.85 to 0.91,24 but only 

126 report on the overall vaccine acceptance in multivariable analyses since the short-form was used.

127

128 Study respondents were asked to provide their gender (male/female), age, race/ethnicity (schema 

129 described below), income in 2019, and Arkansas county of residence. Participants were asked 

130 several questions related to attitudes and beliefs about COVID-19, prevention behaviors, and 

131 actions taken by the state government to stop the spread of the virus in the state. Among these 

132 were: perceived chances of getting COVID-19 (no chance=0 and any chance = 1), regularly wear 

133 a face mask (no/yes), perception that face masks help to control the spread of COVID-19 

134 (no/yes), agreement with a needed state mask order (no/yes), and attending a religious or church 
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135 service in person in the past 30 days (no/yes). Respondents were also asked to rank on a scale of 

136 zero to five, with zero being least and five being strongest, their feelings about the importance of 

137 being tested, feeling safe while shopping or eating in public, and optimism of the pandemic 

138 ending soon. Finally, respondents were asked if they had health insurance (yes/no). 

139

140 Statistical Analyses. Data was collected using computer assisted telephone interviews with data 

141 stored in a Research Electronic Data Capture (RedCap) database. Stata version SE 16.1 

142 (StataCorp LLC, College Station, TX) was used to manage and analyze data. No duplicate 

143 records were discovered in the data management process. The degree of missing data and 

144 whether data were missing at random was examined for all variables. Of the 1,536 observations, 

145 140 observations with three or more total missing values or any one missing value on the ten-

146 item vaccine acceptance scale were dropped. Regression diagnostics for outliers indicated 186 

147 outliers with an influence on regression results, so a decision was made to drop observations with 

148 a residual absolute value exceeding 2.0, resulting in a final sample size of 1,164. Tests for 

149 heteroscedasticity, multicollinearity, and specification error did not reveal significant problems. 

150 To explore racial differences, we stratified the regression results for Black and White. The 

151 Hispanic and other categories were too small to allow presentation of stratified results.

152

153 To ensure the sample was representative, responses were weighted for age, sex, and White/non-

154 White race/ethnicity. Weights were generated using a raking ratio estimation. Population 

155 percentages were generated using census data.28 The population weights were the ratio of 

156 percentages observed from the expected in each of the three-way cross-tabulated categories.

157

158 In preliminary analyses, distributional characteristics of variables were examined. A decision 

159 was made to collapse Pacific Islander/Marshallese (0.3%), Asian (0.6%), Native American 

160 (0.9%), and other (2%) into a single “other” category. Final racial/ethnic categories included in 

161 analyses were:  White/Caucasian (75%), Black/African American (16%), Hispanic/Latino (4%), 

162 and other (5%). Age groups were 18 to 29 (15%), 30 to 39 (17%), 40 to 49 (16%), 50 to 59 

163 (12%), 60 to 69 (19%), and 70 and above (21%). 

164
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165 Multivariable linear regression was used to examine the influence of sociodemographic 

166 characteristics and pandemic mitigation attitudes and behaviors on vaccine acceptance. In 

167 preliminary analyses, it was determined region of the state, optimism, and feeling safe were not 

168 statistically (p > .20) or conceptually significant and were removed from the final regression 

169 models. In final models, a conventional statistical significance level (p ≤ .05) was used. 

170 Results

171 Table 1 shows mean scores of vaccine acceptance by sociodemographic characteristics. Results 

172 indicate noticeable differences by race and income. Females were slightly more accepting of the 

173 vaccine and for perceived effectiveness, selection, and legitimacy of authorities to require 

174 vaccinations subscales. White and Hispanic respondents were more accepting compared to Black 

175 and ‘other’ respondents for each subscale. Black participants had the only mean score less than 

176 zero, which was on the vaccine safety subscale. Vaccine acceptance scores tended to increase as 

177 income increased, indicating higher income respondents were more accepting of a COVID-19 

178 vaccine. 

179

180 Results from multivariable linear regression models indicated Black participants (p ≤ .001) were 

181 significantly less accepting of a COVID-19 vaccine, while Hispanic participants (p = .02) were 

182 more accepting, as shown in Table 3. Those with an income of more than $51,000 were more 

183 accepting than those with incomes less than $30,000. Several COVID-19 attitudes and behaviors 

184 had a significant positive association with vaccine acceptance: perceived chances of getting 

185 COVID-19 (p = .04), regularly wearing a mask (p ≤ .001), belief that masks help stop the spread 

186 of COVID-19 (p ≤ .001), believed being tested is important (p = .02), and had health insurance 

187 (p = .04). Attending church or religious services in person (p = .02) was the only factor showing 

188 a negative association with vaccine acceptance. 

189

190 The effects by race/ethnicity are shown in Table 3. Being a Black woman had a significant 

191 positive association with vaccine acceptance (p ≤ .001). Having an income above $50,000 had a 

192 positive relationship for White participants, and more than $100,000 for Black participants. 

193 Significant racial differences were noted in COVID-19 attitudes and behaviors. Regularly 

194 wearing a face mask (p ≤ .001), belief that masks help stop the spread of COVID-19 (p ≤ .001), 

195 belief that it was important to get tested for COVID-19 (p ≤ .001), and having health insurance 
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196 (p = ≤ .001) in White participants was found to be significantly related to greater vaccine 

197 acceptance. Attending church or a religious service (p = .01) had a negative relationship on 

198 vaccine acceptance for White participants. Belief that masks help stop the spread of COVID-19 

199 (p = .03), having health insurance (p = .04), and higher perceived chances of getting COVID-19 

200 (p ≤ .01) were related to vaccine acceptance among Black participants.

201 Discussion

202 In a representative sample of Arkansans, we found relatively tepid acceptance of a COVID-19 

203 vaccine in the period just proceeding the emergency approval of the vaccine. Vaccine acceptance 

204 varied by race/ethnicity, income, having insurance, and beliefs and attitudes about COVID-19 

205 mitigation behaviors. These suggest, except as noted below, it is quite likely education and 

206 income play a significant role in determining COVID-19 vaccine acceptance. This may be due, 

207 as some have suggested, to a basic understanding of and trust in science, rather than acceptance 

208 of a COVID-19 vaccine as such.29-30

209

210 Black Arkansans had the lowest levels of vaccine acceptance. This is true for the overall vaccine 

211 acceptance scale and for each subscale. Lower COVID-19 vaccine acceptance among Black 

212 participants may be due to mistrust in the medical establishment and continuing lack of equality 

213 in medical services throughout the South.3 Hispanic and White participants had higher and 

214 similar levels of acceptance. These findings strongly suggest a single vaccine acceptance 

215 campaign strategy is unlikely to convince large numbers of Black adults to be vaccinated. DeRoo 

216 et al.3 advocate for mobilizing minority community leaders to help motivate minority 

217 communities to be vaccinated. In the South, this certainly includes recruiting faith leaders to help 

218 motivate their congregations. Distributing the vaccine in churches after services may greatly 

219 reduce the costs of visiting a clinic for those dependent on hourly jobs. A key finding in our 

220 work is the higher positive acceptance of vaccines among Black women. If one goal is to 

221 influence social norms in a community, then relying on Black women, who appear to have more 

222 positive attitudes toward the vaccine than Black men, as community opinion leaders may be 

223 important in the Black community.

224

225 One reason this study was conducted was to examine the value of a more robust 

226 conceptualization of vaccine acceptance. The idea of a multi-dimensional scale is useful if it 
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227 contributes meaningful variability. The sample is too small to conduct the robust comparisons 

228 across subscales, but the measure provided meaningful variability. Only Black participants had a 

229 negative valence on the safety subscale. No other subscale produced a negative valence. 

230 Hispanic participants have higher levels of vaccine acceptance, higher than White participants on 

231 some subscales. We believe this approach to measuring vaccine acceptance or hesitancy is an 

232 improvement over a single item measure. More psychometric research on the measure should be 

233 conducted.

234

235 This study has some limitations which should be noted. First, the sample includes the population 

236 of only one state. Therefore, findings are generalizable only within Arkansas. Even so, given 

237 similarities with the populations of other Southern states, our findings are likely more broadly 

238 indicative of COVID-19 vaccine acceptance in the South. Although non-response rates were 

239 reduced and survey results were weighted, response bias can still impact interpretations due to 

240 response patterns. Additionally, the survey was conducted just before the FDA approved the two 

241 mRNA vaccines currently available in the U.S. While the media were reporting the imminent 

242 emergency approval of the vaccines while the survey was ongoing, we were unable to assess the 

243 acceptance after formal approval of the vaccines. 

244 Conclusion

245 There is considerable work to be done to convince a sizable proportion of the population in many 

246 Southern states to accept a COVID-19 vaccine. This research shows, depending on the 

247 racial/ethnic group, there are different attitudes about a COVID-19 vaccine. Vaccine acceptance 

248 is multi-dimensional and we should avoid single item measures of acceptance. By using single 

249 item measures, we may make a conclusion, but may be unable to provide an explanation based 

250 on valid measurement. We also run the risk of aggregating different populations into a single 

251 category, thereby mischaracterizing important differences among groups that can otherwise help 

252 personalize public health messaging.

253

254

255

256
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274 Table 1: Vaccine acceptance (overall and subscales) scores by sociodemographic characteristics 
275 (n=1,164).

Vaccine Acceptance SubscalesOverall 
Vaccine 

Acceptance 
Scale

Safety Effective Accept Value Legitimate

Mean Vaccine Acceptance Scores (SDs)
Sample 1.1 (1.1) .71 (1.6) 1.1 (1.4) 1.1 (1.5) 1.4 (1.4) 1.0 (1.6)
Age

18-29 1.0 (1.2) .8 (1.7) 1.0 (1.5) 1.1 (1.5) 1.2 (1.6) .9 (1.6)
30-39 1.1 (1.2) .8 (1.7) 1.0 (1.5) 1.2 (1.5) 1.5 (1.4) 1.0 (1.6)
40-49 1.2 (1.1) .9 (1.6) 1.3 (1.3) 1.3 (1.5) 1.6 (1.4) 1.0 (1.6)
50-59 1.0 (1.1) .6 (1.7) 1.1 (1.5) 1.0 (1.6) 1.3 (1.4) 1.0 (1.5)
60-69 1.1 (1.1) .6 (1.6) 1.1 (1.3) 1.1 (1.5) 1.4 (1.3) 1.1 (1.7)
70+ 1.1 (1.0) .7 (1.4) 1.1 (1.3) 1.1 (1.4) 1.3 (1.4) 1.1 (1.5)

Sex
Male 1.0 (1.1) .7 (1.6) 1.0 (1.4) 1.1 (1.5) 1.4 (1.4) .9 (1.6)
Female 1.1 (1.1) .7 (1.6) 1.2 (1.4) 1.2 (1.5) 1.4 (1.4) 1.1 (1.6)

Race
White 1.2 (1.1) .9 (1.6) 1.2 (1.4) 1.2 (1.5) 1.5 (1.4) 1.1 (1.6)
Black .5 (1.0) -.2 (1.5) .6 (1.4) .6 (1.5) .7 (1.4) .7 (1.6)
Hispanic 1.4 (1.0) 1.1 (1.6) 1.5 (1.2) 1.6 (1.3) 1.5 (1.4) 1.4 (1.4)
Other 1.0 (1.1) .6 (1.5) 1.1 (1.4) 1.2 (1.6) 1.3 (1.3) .8 (1.7)

Income 
30k or less .9 (1.0) .5 (1.6) 1.0 (1.3) 1.0 (1.4) 1.1 (1.4) .9 (1.6)
31-50k 1.0 (1.1) .6 (1.6) .9 (1.4) 1.0 (1.6) 1.2 (1.5) 1.0 (1.7)
51-75k 1.1 (1.1) .8 (1.7) 1.1 (1.4) 1.2 (1.6) 1.6 (1.4) .9 (1.6)
76-100k 1.5 (1.1) 1.4 (1.6 1.6 (1.5) 1.5 (1.5) 1.9 (1.4) 1.3 (1.6)
100k or 
more

1.7 (1.0) 1.3 (1.5) 1.6 (1.3) 1.8 (1.3) 2.2 (1.1) 1.5 (1.6)

Don’t know .9 (1.0) .5 (1.5) .9 (1.3) .9 (1.4) 1.2 (1.3) .9 (1.5)
Region

Central 1.1 (1.1) .8 (1.6) 1.2 (1.4) 1.1 (1.5) 1.4 (1.4) 1.0 (1.6)
Northeast 1.0 (1.1) .6 (1.7) .9 (1.4) 1.1 (1.5) 1.3 (1.5) 1.0 (1.5)
Northwest 1.2 (1.0) .9 (1.5) 1.2 (1.4) 1.2 (1.5) 1.6 (1.3) 1.2 (1.5)
Southeast 1.0 (1.1) .5 (1.6) .9 (1.3) 1.1 (1.4) 1.3 (1.4) 1.0 (1.7)
Southwest .9 (1.0) .6 (1.7) 1.0 (1.4) 1.2 (1.6) 1.2 (1.5) .7 (1.7)

N = 1,164 *could be lower due to missing values. Standard deviation reported in parenthesis. 
276
277
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278 Table 2: Vaccine acceptance (overall and subscales) scores by COVID-19 attitudes, mitigation 
279 behaviors, and actions taken by the state (n=1,164).

Vaccine Acceptance SubscalesOverall 
Vaccine 

Acceptance 
Scale

Safety Effective Accept Value Legitimate

Mean Vaccine Acceptance Scores (SDs)
Sample 1.1 (1.1) .71 (1.6) 1.1 (1.4) 1.1 (1.5) 1.4 (1.4) 1.0 (1.6)
Chances of 
getting 
COVID-19

Any chance 1.2 (1.1) .8 (1.6) 1.2 (1.3) 1.2 (1.5) 1.5 (1.4) 1.1 (1.5)
No chance .7 (1.1) .4 (1.7) .7 (1.5) .9 (1.6) 1.0 (1.5) .6 (1.7)

Regular mask 
wearer

Yes 1.1 (1.1) .8 (1.6) 1.1 (1.4) 1.2 (1.5) 1.4 (1.4) 1.1 (1.5)
No .1 (1.1) -.4 (1.8) .4 (1.3) .4 (1.6) .6 (1.5) -.4 (1.7)

Masks help
Yes 1.2 (1.0) .9 (1.5) 1.2 (1.3) 1.2 (1.4) 1.5 (1.4) 1.2 (1.5)
No .6 (1.2) .1 (1.7) .6 (1.4) .8 (1.7) 1.1 (1.5) .3 (1.7)

State face 
mask order 
needed

Yes 1.2 (1.1 .8 (1.5) 1.2 (1.3) 1.2 (1.4) 1.4 (1.4) 1.2 (1.5)
No .9 (1.1) .5 (1.7) .9 (1.4) 1.0 (1.6) 1.3 (1.5) .7 (1.7)

Importance of 
being tested

Important 1.1 (1.1) .8 (1.5) 1.1 (1.4) 1.2 (1.5) 1.4 (1.4) 1.1 (1.5)
Not 
important 

.8 (1.2) .3 (1.8) .9 (1.4) .9 (1.6) 1.2 (1.4) .5 (1.7)

Feel safe 
shopping / 
eating out

Safe 1.0 (1.1) .7 (1.6) 1.0 (1.4) 1.1 (1.5) 1.4 (1.4) .9 (1.6)
Unsafe 1.2 (1.1) .7 (1.6) 1.2 (1.3) 1.3 (1.4) 1.4 (1.4) 1.2 (1.5)

Optimism 
pandemic will 
end soon

Optimistic 1.0 (1.1) .6 (1.7) 1.0 (1.4) 1.1 (1.5) 1.2 (1.4) .8 (1.7)
Not 
optimistic

1.2 (1.1) .8 (1.6) 1.2 (1.4) 1.2 (1.5) 1.5 (1.4) 1.2 (1.5)

Attend social 
gatherings

Yes 1.1 (1.2) .7 (1.7) 1.1 (1.4) 1.2 (1.5) 1.5 (1.4) .9 (1.7)
No 1.1 (1.1) .7 (1.6) 1.1 (1.4) 1.1 (1.5) 1.4 (1.4) 1.1 (1.6)

 . CC-BY-NC 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted May 17, 2022. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.12.22274953doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.05.12.22274953
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/


13

Attend 
religious 
services

Yes .9 (1.2) .5 (1.7) 1.0 (1.4) 1.1 (1.6) 1.3 (1.5) .8 (1.7)
No 1.1 (1.1) .8 (1.6) 1.1 (1.4) 1.2 (1.5) 1.4 (1.4) 1.1 (1.6)

Health 
insurance

Yes 1.1 (1.1) .8 (1.6) 1.1 (1.4) 1.2 (1.5) 1.4 (1.4) 1.1 (1.6)
No .6 (1.3) .1 (1.7) .6 (1.5) .8 (1.8) 1.0 (1.6) .4 (1.8)

N = 1,164 *could be lower due to missing values. Standard deviation reported in parenthesis. 
280
281
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283 Table 3:  Regression of vaccine acceptance on sociodemographic characteristics and COVID-19 
284 attitudes and behaviors for the overall population and for Black and White adults. 

Variable Overall
(n=1,164)

White
(n=876)

Black
(n=187)

Intercept -1.03 (.22) -1.23 (.25) -.34 (1.16)
Age - - -

18-29 - - -
30-39 .01 (.10) -.06 (.12) .22 (.24)
40-49 .11 (.10) .08 (.12) .12 (.24)
50-59 -.03 (.11) -.05 (.14) .25 (.25)
60-69 -.04 (.10) -.10 (.12) .27 (.24)
70+ .00 (.10) -.04 (.11) .35 (.25)

Sex - - -
Male - - -
Female .09 (.06) .03 (.07) .48** (.14)

Race - - -
White - - -
Black -.81** (.08) - -
Hispanic .35* (.15) - -
Other -.16 (.13) - -

Income - - -
30k or less - - -
31-50k .18 (.10) .16 (.11) .33 (.20)
51-75k .24* (.10) .23* (.12) .22 (.25)
76-100k .71** (.11) .76** (.13) .24 (.32)
100k or more .85** (.11) .86** (.13) .87** (.27)
Don’t know .01 (.08) .01 (.09) .15 (.18)

Any chance of getting 
COVID-19

.15* (.07) .10 (.08) .50** (.16)

Regular mask wearer .79** (.13) .82** (.13) -.73 (.97)
Masks help stop the spread .41** (.08) .37** (.09) .47* (.22)
State face mask order 
needed

.10 (.07) .10 (.08) -.13 (.25)

Importance of being tested .18* (.08) .25** (.09) -.23 (.30)
Attends social gatherings .10 (.07) .18* (.08) -.22 (.19)
Attends religious services -.16* (.07) -.21** (.08) .09 (.17)
Has health insurance .42** (.12) .61** (.15) .63* (.30)

Adj R2 = .25 Adj R2 = .22 Adj R2 = .18
Standard errors are reported in parentheses. 
*/** Indicates significance at the .05/.01 level.

285
286
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