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A Data Sources

The analyses were conducted using multiple population-wide administrative registers linked at the individ-

ual level. All polymerase chain reaction (PCR)-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infections and their dates before

March 24, 2021 were recorded in the Finnish National Infectious Diseases Register. The Finnish National

Vaccination Register provided information about the type of vaccine and date of vaccine administration

for all Covid-19 vaccines administered before March, 18, 2021. We used the Finnish Incomes Register for

the year 2020 from the Finnish Tax Authority to identify healthcare workers following Statistics Finland’s

classification of occupations. These occupations are presented in Section B.

We merged these data with the Statistics Finland FOLK module (full population data) for the year

2019 to identify spouses (including cohabiting partners) who lived in the same household as the healthcare

workers on December 31, 2019. Finally, using these linked data, we constructed the outcome variable,

the cumulative indicator of SARS-CoV-2 infection, for healthcare workers and their household members

used in the statistical analysis of vaccine effectiveness.

B Healthcare Worker Definition

Our healthcare worker definition was based on the occupation classification of Statistics Finland (TK10).

Table A1 shows the occupations which we use to define healthcare workers in our sample. We used 3-digit

occupation codes to identify healthcare professions. Some 5-digit occupation codes within these 3-digit

codes were excluded, because a significant share of individuals within these occupations may work outside

the healthcare sector.

C Estimation Sample

Our analysis used two distinct estimation samples. The first sample was used in estimating the direct

effect of the mRNA-based vaccinations (BNT162b2 by Pfizer-BioNTech or mRNA-1273 by Moderna).

This sample consisted of working-age healthcare personnel (age 15-74 years). The second sample was

used in estimating the indirect vaccine spillover effect on the household members of the healthcare workers.

An individual was included in this sample if their spouse is a healthcare worker and they had not been

vaccinated during the sample period.

Table A2 documents descriptive statistics for the estimation sample and show that 33% of the health-

care workers were vaccinated and 67% were unvaccinated during the observation period. All the variables
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Table A1: Healthcare Worker Occupation Codes

Occupation code Included occupations Excluded occupations (codes)

221 Physicians

222 Senior nursing officials, Ward sis-
ters

322 Nurses, Midwifes

226 Dentists, Audiologists and
Speech therapists

Pharmacists (22620), Envi-
ronmental and occupational
health and hygiene profession-
als (22630), Dieticians and
nutritionists (22650), Health
professionals not elsewhere
classified (22690)

532 Practical nurses Pharmaceutical assistants
(53293), Equipment main-
tenance assistants (53292),
Massage therapists and practical
rehabilitation nurses (53294)

Notes: This table shows the occupations we use to define healthcare workers in our sample. Some

occupations are excluded, because a significant share of individuals in these occupations may work outside

the healthcare sector. Occupation codes are based on Statistics Finland’s classification of occupations

(TK10).

Table A2: Estimation Sample Descriptive Statistics

Panel A:
Vaccinated persons

(N = 95,138)

Unvaccinated persons

(N = 193,000)

Age - mean
47.1

(13.1)

43.8

(14.5)

Women - N
82,287

[86.5%]

166,898

[86.4%]

Panel B:
Spouses of vaccinated persons

(N = 52,766)

Spouses of unvaccinated persons

(N = 111,000)

Age - mean
48.9

(12.4)

47.0

(13.8)

Women - N
5650

[10.7%]

12,956

[11.7%]
Notes: This table presents descriptive statistics for the vaccinated and unvaccinated health-

care workers and their spouses. Square brackets report proportions (%) and parentheses show

standard deviation.
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Table A3: Occupations of Vaccinated and Unvaccinated Healthcare Workers

Occupation Code Frequency Percent Cumulative Sum

Panel A: Vaccinated persons

221 9821 10.30 10.30

222 1685 1.77 12.07

226 876 0.92 12.99

322 29860 31.31 44.30

532 53113 55.70 100.00

Panel B: Unvaccinated persons

221 8293 4.27 4.27

222 2338 1.20 5.47

226 3630 1.87 7.34

322 41385 21.30 28.64

532 138648 71.36 100.00
Notes: This table presents the number of vaccinated and unvaccinated

healthcare workers in each occupation. Table A1 provides description for

each occupation code. The occupation codes are based on the classifica-

tion of occupations (TK10) of Statistics Finland.

were fairly well balanced between the treatment and control groups. The mean age of the vaccinated

healthcare workers was 47 years (SD 13) and for the unvaccinated controls it was 44 years (SD 15). The

mean age was 49 years (SD 12) for the treated spouses of vaccinated healthcare workers, and for the con-

trols (the spouses of unvaccinated healthcare workers) it was 47 years (SD 14). As expected, healthcare

workers were typically female (Table A2 - Panel A) and their spouses male (Table A2 -Panel B). The

sample size for the spouses is smaller than the sample for the healthcare workers. The reason for this is

that some healthcare workers might not have a spouse or the spouse is vaccinated.

Moreover, Table A3 (Panel A) shows that 31% of vaccinated healthcare workers were nurses and

midwives (occupation code 322), and 10% were physicians (occupation code 221). Table A3 (Panel B)

shows that 4% of unvaccinated healthcare workers were physicians and 21% were nurses and midwives.

The analysis sample mainly consists of practical nurses (occupation code 532) and nurses and midwifes

(occupation code 322) in the groups of vaccinated and unvaccinated healthcare workers.

D Estimation Method

Vaccine effectiveness was reported as a relative risk reduction (RRR), a widely used metric for assess-

ing vaccine effectiveness in epidemiology. The RRR measures how much the vaccination reduced the

cumulative risk of SARS-CoV-2 infection in the treatment group relative to the control group, who did
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not receive a vaccination. We separately investigated healthcare workers and their unvaccinated family

members (spouses).

We estimated the following log-binomial model separately for each time-to-event week l, defined as

the number of periods in calendar week t from obtaining the first dose of vaccination:

lnPit = αl + βlTi +X ′
itδ + λtl + eit (1)

where Pit = P (yit = 1) is the probability of the cumulative SARS-CoV-2 infection of individual i

recorded in calendar week t and thereafter (yit = 1), Ti is an indicator variable for treatment group

status (vaccinated healthcare worker or their spouse), and λtl contains week fixed effects that capture

the state of the epidemic in each time-to-event week l. Xit contains individual-level controls: age, age

squared and sex. The αl refers to the log risk in the control group and βl refers to differences in the

log risks between the treatment and control group in time-to-event week l. The key advantage of a log-

binomial model is that it allows easy access to an estimate of the RRR: the RRR is simply 1 − exp(βl).

The corresponding 95% confidence interval estimates were calculated using the standard errors of the βl

coefficients.

As the individuals in the control group are unvaccinated, we randomly drew a placebo event date

from the observation period of vaccinations (December 27, 2020-March 18, 2021) for these unvaccinated

individuals. We used this approach in the main specifications to ensure that the vaccine effectiveness

estimates are not biased by the changing nature of the epidemic between the follow-up of the treatment

and control groups. We also conducted a sensitivity check, where we followed individuals in the control

group from the start of the mass vaccination program, December 27, 2020 (Figure A4, Section E).

E Supplementary Results

The recommended interval between the first and second dose of the mRNA vaccines was initially three

weeks but changed to 12 weeks in February 2021. Figure A1 shows the average rate of receiving the

second dose after the first dose in our sample. In the first two weeks after the first dose, the share of fully

vaccinated individuals was zero, and in week three, it was approximately 35%. In weeks 4-10, over 40%

of vaccinated healthcare workers had obtained their second dose.

To study the sensitivity of our results for model specification, we estimated vaccine effectiveness

using a linear probability model (OLS). The model is similar to that in equation (1), but the outcome

is simply the indicator of SARS-CoV-2 infection, yit. To calculate the RRR in this case, we divided
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Figure A1: The share of individuals with a second dose in our sample

Notes: This figure plots the cumulative share of individuals with a second dose in our sample by week after obtaining the

first dose. We calculated the shares by dividing the cumulative number of individuals with a second dose by the number of

individuals with at least one dose.

the βl coefficient by the average probability of yit in the control group in time-to-event week l. The

95% confidence intervals were calculated using the standard errors of the βl coefficients, clustered at the

individual-level. The results from the linear model for healthcare workers and their unvaccinated spouses

are similar to the main findings, as shown in Panels A and B of Figure A2.

Moreover, we estimated linear probability models (so-called difference-in-differences specification) that

additionally accounted for the possible pre-existing differences in the outcomes between the treatment and

control groups when estimating the treatment effects. Again, we obtain similar results on the vaccine

effectiveness for healthcare workers (Figure A3, Panel A) and their unvaccinated spouses (Figure A3,

Panel B).

Finally, we explore the robustness of our findings by estimating alternative log-binomial models, where

we followed all individuals in the control group from the beginning of the mass vaccination program

(December 27, 2020). The disadvantage of this specification is that the effectiveness estimates may

reflect changes in the state of the epidemic from the beginning of the vaccination program, rather than

the true effectiveness of vaccination. The results for healthcare workers are qualitatively consistent with

the results from our main specification using a random placebo date as an event for the control group

(Figure A4, Panel A). For the spouses, the trend in vaccine effectiveness is similar to that observed in

the main specification, but the point estimates suggest negative effectiveness in the first follow-up weeks

with notable statistical imprecision (Figure A4, Panel B).
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(a) Vaccine effectiveness on vaccinated individuals
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(b) Vaccine effectiveness on unvaccinated spouse

Figure A2: Vaccine effectiveness on vaccinated and unvaccinated spouses living in the same household.
Coefficients are estimated using the linear probability model and random assignment of placebo vaccina-
tion dates in the control group.

Notes: This figure plots the vaccine effectiveness estimates by week after the first dose of mRNA-based vaccination. The

dependent variable is a polymerase chain reaction (PCR)-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection as recorded in the Finnish Na-

tional Infectious Diseases Register. Panel A shows our direct effectiveness estimates (relative risk reduction) for vaccinated

individuals compared to the control group, which is constructed by randomly assigning a placebo vaccination date for non-

vaccinated individuals. Panel B shows the effectiveness estimates (relative risk reduction) for the non-vaccinated spouses

(including cohabiting partners) of vaccinated individuals who lived in the same household as the vaccinated person as of De-

cember, 31, 2019. See Supplementary Appendix for details on sample restrictions. Coefficients in both panels are estimated

using individual-date data collapsed to individual-week data. To construct the relative risk reduction estimates, we first

regress the PCR-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection on a vaccination status indicator variable (vaccinated vs. unvaccinated)

by the event week (follow-up week after vaccine administration). We then divide the regression coefficients by control group

mean value. The solid black dots show relative risk reduction by week after receiving the first dose of mRNA-based vacci-

nation. The error bars denote the 95% confidence intervals clustered at the individual level using endpoint transformation

of originally estimated confidence intervals.
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(a) Vaccine effectiveness on vaccinated individuals

-2
0

0
20

40
60

R
el

at
iv

e 
ris

k 
re

du
ct

io
n 

 (%
)

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Follow-up week

(b) Vaccine effectiveness on unvaccinated spouse

Figure A3: Vaccine effectiveness on vaccinated individuals and unvaccinated spouses living in the same
household. Coefficients are estimated using the differences-in-differences model and random assignment
of placebo vaccination dates in the control group.

Notes: This figure plots the vaccine effectiveness estimates by week after receiving the first dose of mRNA-based vaccination.

The dependent variable is a polymerase chain reaction (PCR)-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection as recorded in the Finnish

National Infectious Diseases Register. Panel A shows the effectiveness estimates (relative risk reduction) for vaccinated

individuals compared to the control group, which is constructed by randomly assigning a placebo vaccination date for

unvaccinated individuals. Panel B shows the effectiveness estimates (relative risk reduction) for the unvaccinated spouses

(including cohabiting partners) of vaccinated individuals who lived in the same household as the vaccinated person as

of December, 31, 2019. See Supplementary Appendix for details on sample restrictions. Coefficients in both panels are

estimated using individual-date data collapsed to individual-week data. To construct the relative risk reduction estimates,

we first regress the PCR-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection on the interaction of event week (follow-up week after vaccine

administration) and vaccination status (vaccinated vs. unvaccinated). We then divide the regression coefficients by control

group mean value. The solid black dots show relative risk reduction by week after receiving the first dose of mRNA-

based vaccination. The error bars denote the 95% confidence intervals clustered at the individual-level using endpoint

transformation of originally estimated confidence intervals.
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(a) Vaccine effectiveness on vaccinated individuals
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(b) Vaccine effectiveness on unvaccinated spouse

Figure A4: Vaccine effectiveness on vaccinated individuals and unvaccinated spouses living in the same
household. Coefficients are estimated using a log-binomial model and following all individuals in the
control group from the beginning of the mass vaccination program (December 27, 2020)

.
Notes: This figure plots the vaccine effectiveness estimates by week after the first dose of mRNA-based vaccination.

The dependent variable is a polymerase chain reaction (PCR)-confirmed SARS-CoV-2 infection as recorded in the Finnish

National Infectious Diseases Register. Panel A shows our direct effectiveness estimates (relative risk reduction) for vaccinated

individuals compared to the control group, which is constructed by following all individuals in the control group from the

beginning of the mass vaccination program (December 27, 2020). Panel B shows the effectiveness estimates (relative

risk reduction) for the non-vaccinated spouses (including cohabiting partners) of vaccinated individuals who lived in the

same household as the vaccinated person as of December, 31, 2019. See Supplementary Appendix for details on sample

restrictions. Coefficients in both panels are estimated using individual-date data collapsed to individual-week data. To

construct the relative risk reduction (RRR) estimates, we first run a log-binomial regression model using a vaccination

status indicator variable (vaccinated vs. unvaccinated) by the event week (follow-up week after vaccine administration)

and transform the obtained estimates into risk ratio coefficients. We then compute the relative risk reduction using the

formula RRR = 1 - risk ratio. The solid black dots show relative risk reduction by week after receiving the first dose

of mRNA-based vaccination. The error bars denote the 95% confidence intervals clustered at the individual level using

endpoint transformation of originally estimated confidence intervals.
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