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Abstract
Background  Sexually transmitted infections (STIs) like chlamydia, gonorrhea, syphilis, and trichomoniasis contribute 
significantly to global morbidity and mortality. Researchers are pursuing vaccines for these STIs, and a clinical trial 
is currently underway for a chlamydia vaccine. However, there is little research available on individuals’ willingness 
to receive chlamydia, gonorrhea, syphilis, and trichomoniasis vaccines. The purpose of this analysis was to map the 
existing literature we have on individuals’ willingness to receive these bacterial/parasitic STI vaccines and understand 
what information on vaccine acceptability is still needed.

Methods  We searched seven databases for literature on STI vaccine acceptability, then conducted title/abstract 
and full-text reviews to assess eligibility. All reviews and abstractions were conducted blindly by two reviewers, with 
discrepancies settled by discussion or the input of a third reviewer.

Results  Eight of the original 2,259 texts of interest met inclusion criteria. After data abstraction, we found that 
gonorrhea was the most commonly examined, followed by chlamydia and syphilis. Trichomoniasis vaccine 
acceptability was not reported. Most texts reported high acceptability, but there did not appear to be data describing 
how vaccine characteristics affect acceptability. Similarly, while the literature covers a variety of populations, most 
of the study populations were based out of the United States or Canada and were patrons of healthcare facilities or 
participants from a larger health intervention study. Therefore, more information is needed on populations outside 
North America, and on groups with lower healthcare access and utilization.

Conclusion  As the incidence of bacterial and parasitic STIs increase, and as we grow nearer vaccines for these 
illnesses, understanding how likely the public is to accept and receive these vaccines is crucial to their success. While 
the existing literature describes STI vaccine acceptability in a variety of populations, their overall number is small. More 
research into STI vaccine acceptability outside of North America, and especially examining how factors like number of 
doses, timing, and cost influence vaccine acceptability is needed to ensure effective future vaccine rollouts.
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Introduction
Sexually Transmitted Infections (STIs) are a persistent 
and prevalent threat to health globally. Chlamydia, gon-
orrhea, syphilis, and trichomoniasis account for a signifi-
cant proportion of STI cases. In 2016 alone, there were an 
estimated 127.2  million new chlamydia cases, 86.9  mil-
lion new gonorrhea cases, 6.3 million new syphilis cases, 
and 156.0  million new trichomoniasis cases worldwide 
[1]. Together, these four diseases averaged 1 million new 
infections every day [1].

These infections can cause serious disease. Their effects 
range from genital ulceration and Pelvic Inflammatory 
Disease (PID) to cardiovascular and neurological dis-
ease [1]. Pregnant people with chlamydia and gonorrhea 
have a higher risk of ectopic pregnancy and infertility [1], 
trichomoniasis is associated with increased risk of pre-
term delivery and prelabour rupture of membranes [2] 
and syphilis infections can lead to reduced fetal growth, 
spontaneous abortions, and perinatal deaths [3]. This 
is particularly concerning, given the high rates of STIs 
among young, reproductive-age people. In the United 
States, for example, adolescents aged 15–24 years old, 
make up a quarter of the population, but account for half 
of new STI cases annually [4].

Although chlamydia, gonorrhea, syphilis, and tricho-
moniasis are all “curable” with a course of antibiotics, 
they still spread readily in the population and contrib-
ute to significant health impacts for millions every year. 
Many cases of these STIs are asymptomatic or mildly 
symptomatic [5], leading to underdiagnosis and treat-
ment. Social stigma around sexual practices and dispari-
ties in access to testing and treatment further exacerbate 
this problem [6–8].

Antimicrobial resistance (AMR) is also a rising prob-
lem for supposedly curable STIs, gonorrhea especially 
[9]. Gonorrhea strains have already developed resistance 
to sulphonamides, penicillins, tetracyclines, macrolides, 
fluoroquinolones, and early-generation cephalosporins 
[9],. In the United States alone, half of gonorrhea cases in 
2018 were ARM resistant [10]. This rapid escalation has 
made our ability to treat the 86.9 million new gonorrhea 
infections every year increasingly tenuous.

Interventions like screening, sexual education, and 
condom advocacy [6] have had some success at increas-
ing STI diagnosis and reducing spread, they have not yet 
been enough to mitigate the rampant incidence of STIs. 
Vaccines could be an additional tool for control of STIs. 
Already, the human papillomavirus (HPV) and hepati-
tis B vaccines – which protect against STIs – have had 
success in reduce associated morbidity and mortality. 
Other STI vaccines are on the horizon. In 2019 Abraham 
et al. published the results for the Phase I Trial of their 
chlamydia vaccine candidate [11], and in recent years, 
there have been several trials examining the efficacy of 

Neisseria meningitidis vaccine at preventing Neisseria 
gonorrhoeae [12, 13]. Mathematical models predicting 
the epidemiological impact of gonorrhea, chlamydia, 
and syphilis vaccines support this vaccine development 
push, indicating that effective vaccines could significantly 
reduce disease prevalence beyond existing interventions 
[14–17].

However, the existence of a vaccine alone does not 
ensure coverage–attitudes towards STIs and vaccines are 
likely to influence STI vaccine uptake. Parents may have 
substantial dispreferences for STI vaccines versus non-
STI vaccines [18]. Additionally, parental concerns about 
vaccine safety and appropriateness, individuals’ sense 
of susceptibility, societal stigma around sexual activ-
ity, media misinformation, lack of awareness about vac-
cination, and degree of provider attitudes and vaccine 
endorsement are all frequently cited factors that contrib-
ute to hesitancy around both existing and hypothesized 
STI vaccines [19–21].

Vaccine acceptability research is therefore crucial to 
anticipating public hesitancy for future STI vaccines. 
This need for research on how to roll-out an STI vaccine 
is already reflected in reports from the WHO [22] and 
other researchers [23]. With a chlamydia vaccine already 
in clinical trials and the rising evidence that meningococ-
cal vaccines provide partial protection against gonorrhea 
[12, 13, 24], there is a need to understand the scope of 
what we already know about STI vaccine acceptance.

The purpose of this scoping review is to identify exist-
ing studies examining chlamydia, gonorrhea, syphi-
lis, and trichomoniasis acceptability, map out their 
content, and identify populations and contexts that 
remain unstudied. By identifying what evidence we have 
and what gaps exist, we hope to provide direction for 
future research and for the effective implementation of 
STI vaccine programs.

Methods
We modeled the protocol for this scoping analysis after 
Arksey and O’Malley’s framework [25], guided also by 
Levac et al.’s recommended enhancements [26] and the 
scoping review practices outlined in JBI’s Manual of Evi-
dence Synthesis [27]. The protocol for this scoping analy-
sis is publicly available [28].

Inclusion and exclusion criteria
We established a set of inclusion and exclusion criteria 
centered around the characteristics of a texts’ partici-
pants, concepts, and contexts to evaluate if texts returned 
by our searches were relevant to this review. Texts exam-
ining human participants’ willingness to receive chla-
mydia, gonorrhea, syphilis, and trichomoniasis vaccines 
for themselves, or their willingness to have their chil-
dren/dependents vaccinated, were eligible for inclusion. 
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To be eligible, texts also had to assess participants’ will-
ingness to receive, or have one of their children/depen-
dents receive, one or more of the vaccines of interest. 
Studies examining attitudes towards the disease itself or 
non-vaccination interventions were ineligible. Texts dis-
cussing researchers’ interest in developing or implement-
ing the vaccines were excluded, as were texts examining 
healthcare worker’s willingness to recommend or provide 
vaccines.

To gather as many relevant texts as possible, studies 
examining human populations in any context were eli-
gible for inclusion–opinions towards vaccines for bacte-
rial/parasitic STIs in any geographic regions, cultures, 
communities, and focus groups were of interest. Any 
text published before database searches were initiated on 
August 8, 2022, were eligible for inclusion.

Table 1 documents the complete inclusion criteria for 
the scoping review.

Types of study
For this synthesis, we considered studies of any research 
design and publication type for inclusion, including both 
qualitative and quantitative studies. Applicable evidence 
syntheses, like systematic and scoping reviews, along 
with conference abstracts and non-peer-reviewed litera-
ture were also eligible for inclusion.

Identifying relevant studies
We used a three-step search strategy [19] to test and 
refine our initial search terms in Scopus® and Pubmed®, 
conduct our final searches to identify texts of interest, 
and perform a reference search on our included texts to 
identify relevant texts we might have missed during the 
initial searches. We conducted our searches in PubMed®, 

Embase®, Scopus®, Cochrane Library®, PsychInfo®, Global 
Index Medicus, and Google Scholar®; all searches were 
conducted between August 8, 2022, and August 9, 2022. 
Most search terms were limited to title and abstract or 
title, abstract, and keyword searches, though given time 
limitations, the Google Scholar® search was limited to 
titles only. A copy of the Scopus® search strategy is avail-
able in Additional File 1. We exported all of the identified 
texts from our searches to Zotero (Corporation for Digi-
tal Scholarship, Vienna, Virginia), where we combined 
them into a singular list and checked them for duplicates 
before exporting them to Rayyan (Rayyan Systems Inc., 
Cambridge, MA), where we again checked for duplicates.

Study selection
Once we completed deduplication, reviewers C.G. and 
T.V. conducted a blinded pilot of the eligibility criteria on 
the abstracts of 25 randomly selected texts and achieved 
the > 75% agreement necessary to proceed with abstract 
reviews for all identified texts.

The reviewers conducted independent, blinded title 
and abstract reviews in Rayyan. Once abstract reviews 
were completed, the reviewers unblinded and resolved 
any disagreements through discussion or the opinion of 
a third reviewer, A.W. The reviewers acquired full text 
copies of any articles that were marked as “include” or 
“maybe” after discussion and conducted full text reviews 
to determine inclusion or exclusion from the synthesis. 
All disagreements were settled through discussion or the 
opinion of the third reviewer.

Charting the data
We developed a data abstraction form, which included 
title, year of publication, country of origin, country where 
the study was conducted, aims/purpose, population 
of interest, sample size and description, methodology, 
intervention, outcomes, and key findings. We expanded 
the extraction template to include a section for collect-
ing information on the questions used to examine vac-
cine acceptability, including question(s) used, response 
scale used, if the acceptability measure was based on one 
question or an aggregate, and the word or phrase used 
to describe acceptability. Reviewers T.V. and C.G. con-
ducted concurrent abstractions for each included text.

We also used a critical appraisal tool to examine the 
overall quality of the included studies. Given that the 
results of interest in the included studies were descrip-
tive statistics for STI vaccine acceptability, we limited 
our evaluation to questions 1, 2, 7, and 8 of the JBI Criti-
cal Appraisal Tool for Analytical Cross Sectional Studies 
[27], with additional clarifying criteria established by the 
review team (Additional File 2).

Table 1  Inclusion and exclusion criteria for the review
Inclusion Exclusion

Participants • Study population is composed 
of any human participants

Vaccines of 
interest

• Includes chlamydia, gonorrhea, 
syphilis, and/or trichomoniasis 
vaccines

• Does not in-
clude disaggre-
gated measures 
of interest for 
chlamydia, gon-
orrhea, syphilis, 
and/or trichomo-
niasis vaccines

Concept • Discusses participants’ willing-
ness to receive one or several of 
the vaccines of interest
• Discusses participants’ willing-
ness to have a child/ward vac-
cinated with one or several of the 
vaccines of interest

• Does not specify 
which STIs are 
being examined

Context • Studies from any geographic 
context and any time before 
August 9th, 2022

• Any studies 
published after 
August 9th 2022
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Collating, summarizing and reporting the results
We used the abstraction data to map the included stud-
ies’ characteristics and designs, as well as the relevant 
findings about vaccine acceptability. We then conducted 
basic thematic analyses of the survey instruments and 
questionnaires to provide insight into how investigators 
inquired about willingness to receive chlamydia, gonor-
rhea, syphilis, and/or trichomoniasis vaccines. For texts 
where the survey materials and/or vaccine acceptabil-
ity questions were not available in the text or additional 
files, or where the geographic context of the research was 
unclear, investigators reached out to the texts’ authors to 
inquire about the questions utilized and geographic con-
text. As of November 6, 2022, we had not received clari-
fying information on survey questions or study locations.

Results
Excluded texts
We collected 2,259 texts of interest from our database 
searches. 803 were excluded because they were duplicate 
copies, and another 1,387 were excluded after the title 
and abstract review process. Of the 69 texts that went 
through full-text reviews, eight met inclusion criteria 
(Fig. 1).

Most texts were excluded because they did not meet 
inclusion criteria, usually because they did not examine 
at least one of the diseases of interest, did not examine 
vaccine acceptability, or did not examine the vaccines 
of interest in human populations. One-hundred addi-
tional texts were excluded because they were not pub-
lished in English. Two texts were excluded because they 
presented the same results as other included texts in the 
form of pre-publication conference abstracts [29, 30]; in 
both instances, the abstracts were excluded while the full 
articles were included. Two more texts were excluded 
because they did not specify an STI but instead referred 
more abstractly to overall STI vaccine acceptability [31, 
32]. One other paper was excluded because it assessed 
the perceived “importance” of a vaccine rather than par-
ticipants’ “willingness” to receive the vaccines [33].

Description of study populations
The majority of included studies were conducted and 
published in either the United States or Canada, though 
the country of investigation was unclear in three stud-
ies (Table  2). The authors of each of those three stud-
ies were affiliated with institutions in the United States 
(Table 2). The texts’ survey populations included parents 
of children or parent-adolescent pairs [36, 40, 41], men 

Fig. 1  Diagram for retrieved, screened, reviewed, and included texts with counts for texts examined or excluded at each step
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who have sex with men (MSM) [34], adolescents and 
young adults from a Pelvic Inflammatory Disease (PID) 
trial [35], incarcerated women [37], HPV-vaccinated 
women [38], and STI clinic users [39]. The participants 
for all of the included studies were either sampled from 
healthcare settings, participant pools from larger health-
related studies, or both (Table 2). For example, Bonny et 
al.’s 2007 study on incarcerated women’s willingness to 
receive gonorrhea vaccines was nested in a alcohol use 
and Human Immunodeficiency Virus (HIV) risk behavior 
reduction trial [37].

Critical appraisals
We conducted critical appraisals concurrently with 
abstraction. Criteria included whether or not inclusion 

and exclusion criteria for participants were clearly 
defined; whether or not the study setting and participants 
were well described, including study time and location; 
whether or not it was clear how vaccine acceptability was 
measured and whether or not information on the sur-
vey tools’ sources or development were provided; and 
whether or not appropriate statistical analysis were used, 
including a probability measure of a Type I error (e.g., 
p-value or confidence interval) [Additional File 2] [27]. 
While most texts were missing at least one assessment 
component, no text had to be excluded because it did 
not meet any of our assessment criteria [Additional File 
2]. Texts most often omitted an explanation of what sur-
vey tool they used to assess vaccine acceptability or how 
they developed their acceptability question(s)–thus not 

Table 2  Description of studies included in the scoping review
Publication Country Study Setting/Frame Population 

of Interest
STI of 
Interest

Sample 
Size

Results of Interest

Abara 2022 [34] United 
States

Participant pool for the 
2019 American Men’s Inter-
net Survey (AMIS)

Men who 
have sex 
with men 
(MSM)

Gonorrhea n = 4951 Willingness to accept a Gonorrhea vaccine
Very willing: 63.6%
Somewhat willing: 19.9%
Neither willing nor unwilling: 7.5%
Did not know: 5.1%
Somewhat unwilling: 1.5%
Very unwilling: 2.4%

Trent 2016 [35] United 
States*

Participant pool for a Pelvic 
Inflammatory Disease 
Clinical trial

Adolescents 
and young 
adults (ages 
13–25)

Chlamydia n = 106 % Willingness to receive a Chlamydia vaccine
93%

Zimet 2002 [36] United 
States*

A Pediatric Primary Care 
Setting

Parents 
and their 
adolescent 
children 
(ages 
12–17)

Gonorrhea Parents
n = 50
Adoles-
cents
n = 50

Parents’ acceptability of a Gonorrhea vaccine 
for their child
> 4 on a 5 point scale
Adolescents’ acceptability of a Gonorrhea 
vaccine
> 4 on a five point scale

Bonney 2007 
[37]

United 
States

The Rhode Island Adult 
Correctional Institute

Incarcerated 
women

Gonorrhea n = 106 % Willing to accept a Gonorrhea Vaccine
79%

de Waal 2022 
[38]

Canada Participant Pool for the 
Quadrivalent HPV Vaccine 
Evaluation Study (QUEST) 
Cohort

HPV-
vaccinated 
women

Gonorrhea
Chlamydia
Syphilis

n = 1092 % Interested or very interested in receiving a 
vaccine for
Syphilis: 78.2% (95% CI 75.6–80.6)
Chlamydia: 80.3% (95% CI 77.8–82.6)
Gonorrhea: 78.3% (95% CI 75.7–80.7)

Plotnikoff 2020 
[39]

Canada Two STI clinics in Vancou-
ver, Canada

STI clinic 
users

Gonorrhea
Chlamydia
Syphilis

n = 293 % Interested or very interested in receiving a 
vaccine for
Syphilis: 76%
Chlamydia: 74%
Gonorrhea: 76%

Mays 2004 [40] United 
States

A suburban private prac-
tice and an urban hospital 
clinic in Marion County, 
Indiana

Parents of 
children 
(ages 8–17)

Gonorrhea n = 34 % Accepting of a Gonorrhea vaccine for their 
child
76%

Zimet 2005 [41] United 
States*

Urban adolescent health 
clinics and private pediat-
ric practices

Parents 
and their 
adolescent 
children 
(ages 
12–17)

Gonorrhea Parents
n = 320
Adoles-
cents
n = 320

% Parents who agreed or strongly agreed 
they would get their child vaccinated against 
Gonorrhea
85.3%
% Adolescents who agreed or strongly agreed 
they would get vaccinated against Gonorrhea
89.0%

*Texts that did not directly state the geographical context of their study, but whose authors had affiliations within the United States
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speaking to their tools’ validity–or they did not provide a 
precision or dispersion measure for their vaccine accept-
ability estimates [Additional File 2].

Text characteristics
Each of the eight included texts describe cross-sectional 
studies [34–41]. Six are journal articles [34, 37–41] while 
two are abstracts [35, 36], and all of the studies were 
published since 2000 (Table  2). Interestingly, the papers 
seem to be clustered at different time intervals, with half 
published between 2002 and 2007 and half published 
between 2016 and 2022. This is likely due to the fact that 
several of the papers have overlap in authorship or come 
from related studies. Zimet et al. (2002)’s population [36], 
specifically, is a subset of Zimet et al. (2005)’s population 
[41], which includes both Zimet et al. (2002)’s partici-
pants as well as additional participants recruited after-
wards. After deliberation, the review team decided that 
because their results were distinct, both were eligible for 
inclusion.

Diseases of interest and vaccine acceptability
The majority of included studies examined gonorrhea 
vaccine acceptability, three examined chlamydia, and two 
examined syphilis (Table  2). None of the included texts 
presented trichomoniasis vaccine acceptability in their 
results, though both de Waal et al. (2022) and Plotnikoff 
et al. (2020)’s supplemental materials showed questions 
about trichomoniasis in their survey materials [38, 39].

The presentation of results varies between studies, 
with some reporting percentages of the participants who 
would accept a vaccine or not, the percentages of the par-
ticipants who fall in different willingness categories, the 
average vaccine acceptability scores across participants, 
or a combination of these indicators (Table 2). All of the 
studies indicated relatively high acceptability for their 
respective vaccines, though most do not present variance 
or confidence estimates (Additional File 2).

Abara et al. (2022) found that 63.6% of MSM respon-
dents were very willing to accept a gonorrhea vaccine, 
19.9% were somewhat willing, 7.5% were neither willing 
nor unwilling, 5.1% did not know, 1.5% were somewhat 
unwilling, and 2.4% were very unwilling (Table  2) [34]. 
Zimet et al. (2002) reported that both parents’ acceptabil-
ity of a gonorrhea vaccine for their child and adolescents’ 
acceptability of a gonorrhea vaccine was, on average, > 4 
points on a five point scale where higher scores indicate 
higher acceptability [36]. Zimet et al. (2005)’s later publi-
cation on an expanded participant pool found that 85.3% 
of parents agreed or strongly agreed they would get their 
child vaccinated against gonorrhea and 89.0% of ado-
lescents agreed or strongly agreed they would get vac-
cinated against gonorrhea [41]. Meanwhile, Mays et al. 
(2004) found that a slightly more modest 76% of parents 

Table 3  Information on the survey methods and specific 
questions used for each study
First 
Author and 
Publication 
Year

Survey Delivery 
Method

Question Used Scale

Abara 2022 
[34]

Self-administered 
Questionnaire 
(paper)

“If a gonor-
rhea vaccine is 
available, how 
willing would 
you be to get 
a vaccine that 
would protect 
you against 
gonorrhea?“

A six-point scale 
with responses “do 
not know”, “very 
willing”, “somewhat 
willing”, “neither 
willing nor unwill-
ing”, “somewhat 
unwilling” and 
“very unwilling”.

Trent 2016 
[35]

Interview * *

Zimet 2002 
[36]

Self-administered 
Questionnaire

* A five-point scale, 
with 5 indicat-
ing the highest 
acceptability

Bonney 
2007 [37]

Interview “Please tell us 
which number 
best describes 
your willingness 
to receive a vac-
cine for gonor-
rhea if a safe and 
effective vaccine 
for gonorrhea 
was available”

A 12-point scale 
where 0 indicated 
“I would never get 
this vaccine and 11 
indicated “I would 
definitely get this 
vaccine”. Data was 
later dichotomized 
so scores 8–11 
indicated a “yes” 
response.

de Waal 
2022 [38]

Self-administered 
questionnaire 
(digital)

“If available 
today, I would 
be interested in 
receiving a vac-
cine to prevent 
the following 
STI’s”

A five-point scale 
with responses 
“not at all inter-
ested”, “not very in-
terested”, “neutral”, 
“interested”, and 
“very interested”.

Plotnikoff 
2020 [39]

Self-administered 
questionnaire 
(paper)

“If available 
today, I would 
be interested in 
receiving a vac-
cine to prevent 
STIs.”

A five-point scale 
with responses 
“very uninterested”, 
“not interested”, 
“neutral”, “inter-
ested”, and “very 
interested”.

Mays 2004 
[40]

Interview * *

Zimet 2005 
[41]

Self-administered 
interview

* A five-point scale 
with responses 
ranging from 
“strongly disagree” 
to “strongly agree”

*Information unavailable
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would accept a gonorrhea vaccine for their child [40]. 
Bonney et al. (2007) found that among their sample of 
incarcerated women, 79% were willing to accept a gonor-
rhea vaccine [37], while 78.3% (95% CI 75.7–80.7) of de 
Waal’s sample of HPV-vaccinated women [38] and 76% of 
Plotnikoff et al. (2020)’s STI clinic-users indicated inter-
est in a gonorrhea vaccine [39].

Only Trent et al. (2016), de Waal et al. (2022), and Plot-
nikoff et al. (2020) reported chlamydia vaccine acceptabil-
ity. Trent et al. (2016) found that 93% of their adolescent 
and young adult sample were willing to receive a chla-
mydia vaccine [35], while 80.3% (95% CI 77.8–82.6) of 
de Waal et al. (2022)’s sample [38] and 74% of Plotnikoff 
et al. (2020)’s sample [39] were interested in receiving a 
chlamydia vaccine (Table 2).

Plotnikoff et al. (2020) and de Waal et al. (2022), which 
have considerable overlap in authorship and the latter of 
which adapted the survey used in the former, were the 
only two studies to examine syphilis vaccine acceptabil-
ity [38, 39]. Plotnikoff et al. (2020) found that 76% of par-
ticipants were interested or very interested in receiving a 
vaccine for syphilis, while 78.2% (95% CI 75.6–80.6) of de 
Waal et al. (2022)’s participants were interested or very 
interested in receiving the vaccine.

As shown in Table 3, four of the included studies used 
either paper or digital questionnaires to assess vaccine 
acceptability, and four used interviews, one of which was 
recorded and self-administered [41].

For the studies whose questions were available, most 
used the terms “willing”, “willingness”, or “interest” to 
characterize participants’ attitudes towards receiving 
a vaccine(s) (Table  3). Scales ranged from five-point to 
twelve-point Likert scales that represented participant 
willingness, acceptance, interest, or agreement, and sev-
eral were dichotomized during analysis to create a binary 
variable that represented willingness and unwillingness 
to receive vaccines.

Factors associated with vaccine acceptability
Several studies also assessed factors associated with 
willingness and reasons for acceptance. All of the stud-
ies examining parental opinions found that child age 
did not significantly impact parental willingness to have 
their children vaccinated against gonorrhea [36, 40, 
41]. However, while Zimet et al. (2002) and Zimet et al. 
(2005) found that parental education did not have a sig-
nificant impact on vaccine acceptability [36, 41], Mays et 
al. (2004) found that parents with lower education were 
more likely to be accepting [40]. Both Zimet et al. (2005) 
and Mays et al. (2004) agreed that parents utilizing public 
health clinics were significantly more likely to have their 
children vaccinated than those using private practices 
[40, 41].

Abara et al. (2022) reported that among MSM, younger 
men and men with a high school diploma/GED or higher 
education were significantly more likely to receive a gon-
orrhea vaccine, but no significant differences emerged 
by race [34]. Abara et al. (2022) also found that men 
who reported condomless anal sex (CAS), preexposure 
prophylaxis (PrEP) use, having HIV, testing for a bacte-
rial STD, or having a bacterial STI in the past 12 months 
were more likely to receive a gonorrhea vaccine. Trent 
(2016) similarly found that adolescents with a history of 
chlamydia were more likely to receive a chlamydia vac-
cine [35].

Bonney et al. (2007) found that in their sample of 
incarcerated women, demographic characteristics like 
age, race, and education were not correlated with vac-
cine acceptability, but psychosocial vaccine correlates 
like a greater perceived severity of gonorrhea, a greater 
vulnerability to gonorrhea, and lower vaccine fear were 
positively associated with vaccine acceptance [37]. Both 
Plotnikoff et al. (2020) and de Waal et al. (2022) found 
that participants’ desire to protect themselves and their 
partners were the first a second most important factors 
driving acceptability [29, 30], while Mays et al. (2004) 
similarly found that a desire to protect one’s children and 
others and concern about disease characteristics were 
frequently cited by accepting parents [31]. Plotnikoff 
et al. (2020) and de Waal et al. (2022) both also found 
potential vaccination cost to be the most frequently iden-
tified barrier to vaccination [38, 39].

When examining topics around vaccine guidance and 
receipt, Trent et al. (2016) reported that health care pro-
viders were the most significant sources of vaccine rec-
ommendation for participants, ahead of parents, friends, 
and partners [35]. Abara et al. (2022) similarly reported 
that participants preferred locations to receive a gonor-
rhea vaccination would be their primary care provider’s 
office or an STI clinic [34], which is supported by Plot-
nikoff et al. (2020), who reported that STI clinics were 
their participants’ preferred place to receive a vaccine 
[39].

Discussion
Future roll-outs of STI vaccines could be an important 
tool in addressing the substantial burden of these dis-
eases. This scoping review details the range of studies 
on acceptance of future vaccines for bacterial and para-
sitic diseases. Overall, the eight studies included in this 
analysis indicate relatively high levels of STI vaccine 
acceptability in the populations studied. A desire to pro-
tect oneself, one’s child, and one’s partner were common 
acceptability motivators [38–40], and concerns about 
STIs and histories of STI infection were related to vac-
cine acceptability in several studies [34, 35, 37, 40].
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While the estimates of acceptability in the available 
studies is relatively high, the quantity of included texts 
underlines the dearth of knowledge we have about chla-
mydia, gonorrhea, syphilis, and trichomoniasis vac-
cines. As much of this research is at least one, if not two 
decades old, there could be changes in vaccine accept-
ability not reflected in the available data. Of note, all the 
included studies had data collection prior to the COVID-
19 pandemic, and the pandemic could have impacted 
patterns of adult vaccine hesitancy (e.g., as seen for pedi-
atric vaccinations [42]).

There are some limitations to the generalizability of 
these studies. The studies are in the United States [34–37, 
40, 41] and in Canada [38, 39]. Previous cross-national 
surveys have found substantial differences across coun-
tries for influenza [43] and COVID-19 [44] vaccine 
acceptance. Previous systematic reviews of HPV [45], 
COVID-19 [46, 47], and influenza [48] vaccines show 
that acceptability and uptake of vaccines could vary 
based on factors that substantially differ across countries, 
including insurance / health care systems, religion, trust 
in authorities, political polarization in vaccination, and 
attitudes towards sexual behaviors.

Studies of the HPV vaccine [32, 45], the mpox vaccine 
[49], and other vaccines for MSMs like hepatitis A and 
hepatitis B [50] might be the closest analogues for under-
standing the future roll-out of another STI vaccine. Nota-
bly, consistent and strong recommendations from health 
care providers are one of the most important factors in 
deciding whether someone will accept a vaccine [45, 50]. 
Convenience of access to the vaccine site is important 
[32]. For the mpox vaccine, greater perceived suscepti-
bility, more cues for action, and more convenient access 
did increase vaccine uptake [49]. However, the propor-
tion who rejected a vaccine offered on site at a clinic visit 
can still be relatively high – 15% in one study of mpox 
[49]. Mathematical modeling could determine whether 
that percentage could have a substantial epidemiological 
consequence.

Systematic reviews can be limited in their ability to 
explain the reasons behind significant findings [51] due 
to lack of consistent measurement of various issues 
across studies. We acknowledge in this systematic study 
the lack of consistent measurement of certain factors that 
likely had a large impact on individual and collective lev-
els of decision-making. Stigma in particular is important 
to define and research as it affects testing and treatment 
of STIs [52–54], and could affect vaccine distribution 
[55]. Parents also could be worried that STI vaccination 
could affect their child’s sexual behaviors [31], although 
research does not suggest this occurs [56].

There is also the concern that the acceptability mea-
sures we do have are skewed towards those who are more 
willing to seek medical care and who have better access 

to medical care. Many of the studies sampled partici-
pants from healthcare settings [36, 39–41], and the rest 
sampled from larger health-based studies [34, 35, 37, 
38]. As such, there is the possibility that these studies are 
subject to selection bias, and might not accurately rep-
resent communities with lower access to healthcare or 
higher distrust in the healthcare system, including racial 
and ethnic minorities, sexual and gender minorities, low-
income individuals, and non-English speakers [57–60]. 
As such, additional research into vaccine acceptability 
among these populations, especially sampled outside of 
healthcare settings, could be crucial to having a better 
understanding of vaccine acceptability.

There is also a need to better understand how vac-
cine characteristics might impact receptivity [23]. As 
shown with HPV vaccines, acceptability does not nec-
essarily equate to uptake, initiation is often higher than 
completion, and timeliness of completion is not always 
to schedule [50, 61, 62]. The included studies inquired 
about whether or not participants would receive certain 
STI vaccines. Differences between acceptance and uptake 
could result from the following reasons: yet-unknown 
features of the vaccination program, like number of doses 
required [63]; cues to action and vaccination planning 
[64]; social desirability bias in responding to questions 
in a certain way; and other factors. Further research into 
these and additional vaccine characteristics’ effects on 
vaccine acceptability is necessary to accurately predict 
vaccine uptake.

Limitations
One notable limitation of this study is that inclusion was 
limited to publications written in English, which could 
have excluded publications of interest written in other 
languages. Another limitation is breadth of search. While 
scoping analyses are meant to be comprehensive, they 
are not always exhaustive, and there is the potential that 
the databases we utilized were not fully representative of 
the literature relevant to our study. In the interest of the 
resource and time limits on this examination, we limited 
our Google Scholar search results to title searches only, 
cutting down on the number of texts we collected, but 
also potentially missing some texts of interest.

Conclusions
Just three years after Abraham et al. published the 
results of the Phase I trial of their Chlamydia vaccine 
candidate [11] and with the potential of more STI vac-
cine candidates on the horizon [24], evidence for STI 
acceptability is now more important than ever. While the 
texts included in this scoping analysis demonstrate high 
vaccine acceptability in their study populations, more 
research is needed to achieve a robust understanding of 
the public’s willingness to receive gonorrhea, chlamydia, 
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syphilis, and trichomoniasis vaccines. More research out-
side of the United States and Canada, additional research 
into populations with reduced healthcare access, and 
investigation into the effects of vaccine characteristics on 
acceptability are needed before we can adequately pre-
pare for future STI vaccine rollouts.

Abbreviations
STI	� Sexually Transmitted Infection
PID	� Pelvic Inflammatory Disease
AMR	� Antimicrobial resistance
HPV	� Human Papillomavirus
MSM	� Men who have Sex with Men
HIV	� Human Immunodeficiency Virus
CAS	� Condomless Anal Sex
PrEP	� Preexposure Prophylaxis

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://doi.
org/10.1186/s12913-023-10334-9.

Supplementary Material 1

Supplementary Material 2

Acknowledgements
We appreciate Gurpreet Rana’s help in reviewing the search methods.

Authors’ contributions
T.V.: data collection, methodology, analysis, writing—original draft. C.G.: data 
collection, analysis, writing—original draft. J.P.:analysis, writing—review & 
editing. A.L.W.: supervision, methodology, writing—review & editing. All 
authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Funding
This project was supported by the National Institute Of Allergy And 
Infectious Diseases of the National Institutes of Health under Award Number 
K01AI137123. The content is solely the responsibility of the authors and does 
not necessarily represent the official views of the National Institutes of Health.

Data Availability
All data generated or analysed during this study are included in this published 
article.

Declarations

Competing interests
The authors declare no competing interests.

Ethical approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Received: 10 June 2023 / Accepted: 16 November 2023

References
1.	 Rowley J, Vander Hoorn S, Korenromp E, Low N, Unemo M, Abu-Raddad LJ, 

et al. Chlamydia, Gonorrhoea, trichomoniasis and Syphilis: global prevalence 
and incidence estimates, 2016. Bull World Health Organ. 2019;97:548–562P.

2.	 Van Gerwen O, Craig-Kuhn M, Jones A, Schroeder J, Deaver J, Buekens P, et al. 
Trichomoniasis and adverse birth outcomes: a systematic review and meta‐
analysis. BJOG Int J Obstet Gynaecol. 2021;128:1907–15.

3.	 Genc M. Syphilis in pregnancy. Sex Transm Infect. 2000;76:73–9.
4.	 Shannon CL, Klausner JD. The growing epidemic of sexually transmit-

ted Infections in adolescents: a neglected population. Curr Opin Pediatr. 
2018;30:137–43.

5.	 Unemo M, Bradshaw CS, Hocking JS, de Vries HJC, Francis SC, Mabey D, 
et al. Sexually transmitted Infections: challenges ahead. Lancet Infect Dis. 
2017;17:e235–79.

6.	 Fortenberry JD, McFarlane M, Bleakley A, Bull S, Fishbein M, Grimley DM, et al. 
Relationships of Stigma and shame to Gonorrhea and HIV Screening. Am J 
Public Health. 2002;92:378–81.

7.	 Jenkins WD, Williams LD, Pearson WS. Sexually transmitted Infection 
epidemiology and care in rural areas: a narrative review. Sex Transm Dis. 
2021;48:e236–40.

8.	 Hogben M, Leichliter JS. Social determinants and Sexually Transmitted 
Disease disparities. Sex Transm Dis. 2008;35:13–8.

9.	 Wi T, Lahra MM, Ndowa F, Bala M, Dillon J-AR, Ramon-Pardo P, et al. Antimi-
crobial resistance in Neisseria gonorrhoeae: global surveillance and a call for 
international collaborative action. PLOS Med. 2017;14:e1002344.

10.	 Kreisel KM, Spicknall IH, Gargano JW, Lewis FMT, Lewis RM, Markowitz LE, et al. 
Sexually transmitted Infections among US women and men: prevalence and 
incidence estimates, 2018. Sex Transm Dis. 2021;48:208–14.

11.	 Abraham S, Juel HB, Bang P, Cheeseman HM, Dohn RB, Cole T, et al. Safety and 
immunogenicity of the chlamydia vaccine candidate CTH522 adjuvanted 
with CAF01 liposomes or aluminium hydroxide: a first-in-human, ran-
domised, double-blind, placebo-controlled, phase 1 trial. Lancet Infect Dis. 
2019;19:1091–100.

12.	 Haese EC, Thai VC, Kahler CM. Vaccine candidates for the Control and Preven-
tion of the Sexually Transmitted Disease Gonorrhea. Vaccines. 2021;9:804.

13.	 Abara WE, Jerse AE, Hariri S, Kirkcaldy RD. Planning for a Gonococcal Vaccine: 
a narrative review of Vaccine Development and Public Health Implications. 
Sex Transm Dis. 2021;48:453–7.

14.	 Brunham RC, Pourbohloul B, Mak S, White R, Rekart ML. The unexpected 
impact of a Chlamydia trachomatis Infection control program on susceptibil-
ity to Reinfection. J Infect Dis. 2005;192:1836–44.

15.	 Champredon D, Cameron CE, Smieja M, Dushoff J. Epidemiological impact of 
a Syphilis vaccine: a simulation study. Epidemiol Infect. 2016;144:3244–52.

16.	 Craig AP, Gray RT, Edwards JL, Apicella MA, Jennings MP, Wilson DP, et al. The 
potential impact of vaccination on the prevalence of gonorrhea. Vaccine. 
2015;33:4520–5.

17.	 Rönn MM, Wolf EE, Chesson H, Menzies NA, Galer K, Gorwitz R, et al. The Use 
of Mathematical Models of Chlamydia Transmission To Address Public Health 
Policy Questions: a systematic review. Sex Transm Dis. 2017;44:278–83.

18.	 Wagner AL, Lu Y, Janusz CB, Pan SW, Glover B, Wu Z, et al. Preferences for 
sexually transmitted Infection and Cancer vaccines in the United States 
and in China. Value Health J Int Soc Pharmacoeconomics Outcomes Res. 
2023;26:261–8.

19.	 Zhu X, Jacobson RM, MacLaughlin KL, Sauver JSt, Griffin JM, Finney Rutten 
LJ. Parent-reported barriers and Parental Beliefs Associated with intentions 
to obtain HPV vaccination for children in a primary care Patient Population 
in Minnesota, USA. J Community Health. 2023. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s10900-023-01205-9.

20.	 Morales-Campos DY, Zimet GD, Kahn JA. Human papillomavirus vaccine hesi-
tancy in the United States - ClinicalKey. Pediatr Clin North Am. 2023;70:221–6.

21.	 Zimet GD, Mays RM, Fortenberry DJ. Vaccines against sexually transmitted 
Infections: promise and problems of the Magic Bullets for Prevention and 
Control. Sex Transm Dis. 2000;27:49.

22.	 Gottlieb SL, Ndowa F, Hook EW, Deal C, Bachmann L, Abu-Raddad L, et al. 
Gonococcal vaccines: public health value and preferred product characteris-
tics; report of a WHO global stakeholder consultation, January 2019. Vaccine. 
2020;38:4362–73.

23.	 Harvey SM, Gibbs SE, Sikora AE. A critical need for Research on Gonorrhea 
Vaccine Acceptability. Sex Transm Dis. 2021;48:E116–8.

24.	 Gottlieb SL, Johnston C. Future prospects for new vaccines against sexually 
transmitted Infections. Curr Opin Infect Dis. 2017;30:77.

25.	 Arksey H, O’Malley L. Scoping studies: towards a methodological framework. 
Int J Soc Res Methodol. 2005;8:19–32.

26.	 Levac D, Colquhoun H, O’Brien KK. Scoping studies: advancing the methodol-
ogy. Implement Sci. 2010;5:69.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-023-10334-9
https://doi.org/10.1186/s12913-023-10334-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-023-01205-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10900-023-01205-9


Page 10 of 10Valleroy et al. BMC Health Services Research         (2023) 23:1290 

27.	 Peters M, Godfrey C, McInerney P, Munn Z, Tricco A, Khalil H. Chapter 11: 
scoping reviews. In: Aromataris E, Munn Z, editors. JBI Manual for evidence 
synthesis. JBI; 2020.

28.	 Valleroy T (1), Garon C (2), Wagner AL. (1). Protocol for a Scoping Review of 
Evidence Pertaining to Public Willingness to Receive Chlamydia, Gonorrhea, 
Syphilis, and Trichomoniasis Vaccines. 2022. https://doi.org/10.7302/6612.

29.	 de Waal A, Racey S, Donken R, Plotnikoff K, Dobson S, Smith L, et al. P393 
factors associated with interest in bacterial sexually transmitted Infection 
vaccines among young HPV-vaccinated Canadian women. Sex Transm Infect. 
2021;97(Suppl 1):A162–3.

30.	 Plotnikoff K, Ogilvie G, Smith L, Pedersen H, Donken R, Samji H, et al. O15.2 
interested? Why or why not? STI clinic client perceptions of bacterial STI vac-
cines in British columbia, Canada. Oral presentations. BMJ Publishing Group 
Ltd; 2019. pp. A732–A73.

31.	 Sturm LA, Mays RM, Juliar B, Bair RM, Perkins S, Zimet GD, `What. Me worry?’: 
parents’ reasons for worry and nonworry about adolescent risk for sexually 
transmitted Infections (STI). J Health Psychol. 2008;13:1060–71.

32.	 Champion JD. Perceptions of HPV/STI risk, knowledge and vaccine accept-
ability among Mexican-American adolescent females experiencing sexual risk 
behaviors, interpersonal Violence and STI. J Adolesc Health. 2017;60:108–9.

33.	 Lewis LM, Stanberry LR, Rosenthal SL, Stewart DA, Succop PA, Bernstein DI. 
Attitudes regarding vaccinations of STDs and other Diseases. Int J STD AIDS. 
2000;11:170–2.

34.	 Abara WE, Kirkcaldy RD, Bernstein KT, Zlotorzynska M, Sanchez T. Acceptabil-
ity of a Gonococcal Vaccine among sexually active men who have sex with 
men. Sex Transm Dis. 2022;49:76–80.

35.	 Trent M, National STDP, Conference. Adolescent Perspectives on Acceptance 
of a Chlamydia Vaccine and Willingness to Participate in Vaccine-Related 
Research. 2016. https://cdc.confex.com/cdc/std2016/webprogram/
Paper37938.html. Accessed 25 Nov 2022.

36.	 Zimet GD, Mays RM, Sturm LA, Ravert AA. Concordance of parental and ado-
lescents’ attitudes about STD vaccination. J Adolesc Health. 2002;30:104–5.

37.	 Bonney LE, Rose JS, Clarke JG, Hebert MR, Rosengard C, Stein M. Correlates of 
acceptance of a hypothetical gonorrhea vaccine by incarcerated women. Sex 
Transm Dis. 2007;34:778–82.

38.	 de Waal A, Racey CS, Donken R, Plotnikoff K, Dobson S, Smith L, et al. Factors 
associated with intention to receive vaccines for bacterial sexually transmit-
ted Infections among young HPV-vaccinated Canadian women. Can J Public 
Health Rev Can Sante Publique. 2022;113:776–85.

39.	 Plotnikoff KM, Ogilvie GS, Smith L, Donken R, Pedersen HN, Samji H, et al. Fac-
tors associated with interest in bacterial sexually transmitted Infection vac-
cines at two large sexually transmitted Infection clinics in British Columbia, 
Canada. Sex Transm Infect. 2020;96:494–500.

40.	 Mays RM, Sturm LA, Zimet GD. Parental perspectives on vaccinating children 
against sexually transmitted Infections. Soc Sci Med. 2004;58:1405–13.

41.	 Zimet GD, Perkins SM, Sturm LA, Bair RM, Juliar BE, Mays RM. Predictors of STI 
vaccine acceptability among parents and their adolescent children. J Adolesc 
Health. 2005;37:179–86.

42.	 Grills LA, Wagner AL. The impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on parental vac-
cine hesitancy: a cross-sectional survey. Vaccine. 2023;41:6127–33.

43.	 Wagner AL, Gordon A, Tallo VL, Simaku A, Porter RM, Edwards LJ, et al. Intent 
to obtain pediatric Influenza vaccine among mothers in four middle income 
countries. Vaccine. 2020;38:4325–35.

44.	 Harapan H, Anwar S, Yufika A, Sharun K, Gachabayov M, Fahriani M et al. Vac-
cine hesitancy among communities in ten countries in Asia, Africa, and South 
America during the COVID-19 pandemic. Pathog Glob Health. 2021;in press.

45.	 Santhanes D, Yong CP, Yap YY, Saw PS, Chaiyakunapruk N, Khan TM. Factors 
influencing intention to obtain the HPV vaccine in South East Asian and 
Western Pacific regions: a systematic review and meta-analysis. Sci Rep. 
2018;8:1–11.

46.	 Kalu ME, Oyinlola O, Ibekaku MC, Adandom II, Iwuagwu AO, Ezulike CJ, 
et al. A mapping review on the Uptake of the COVID-19 vaccine among 
adults in Africa using the 5As Vaccine Taxonomy. Am J Trop Med Hyg. 
2022;106:1688–97.

47.	 Aw J, Seng JJB, Seah SSY, Low LL. COVID-19 vaccine Hesitancy—A Scoping 
Review of Literature in High-Income Countries. Vaccines. 2021;9:900.

48.	 Sheldenkar A, Lim F, Yung CF, Lwin MO. Acceptance and uptake of Influenza 
vaccines in Asia: a systematic review. Vaccine. 2019;37:4896–905.

49.	 Gilbert M, Ablona A, Chang H-J, Grennan T, Irvine MA, Sarai Racey C, et al. 
Uptake of Mpox vaccination among transgender people and gay, bisexual 
and other men who have sex with men among sexually-transmitted Infec-
tion clinic clients in Vancouver, British Columbia. Vaccine. 2023;41:2485–94.

50.	 Nadarzynski T, Frost M, Miller D, Wheldon CW, Wiernik BM, Zou H, et al. Vac-
cine acceptability, uptake and completion amongst men who have sex with 
men: a systematic review, meta-analysis and theoretical framework. Vaccine. 
2021;39:3565–81.

51.	 Ward L, Draper J. A review of the factors involved in older people’s decision 
making with regard to Influenza vaccination: a literature review. J Clin Nurs. 
2008;17:5–16.

52.	 Lacombe-Duncan A, Guta A, Newman PA. Pre-exposure Prophylaxis (PrEP) 
implementation for Gay, Bisexual, and other men who have sex with men: 
implications for Social Work Practice. Health Soc Work. 2021;46:22–32.

53.	 Logie CH, Wang Y, Lacombe-Duncan A, Ahmed U, Jones N, Neil A, et al. Fac-
tors Associated with Syphilis Testing and a history of Syphilis Infection among 
a sample of Transgender women in Jamaica. Sex Transm Dis. 2018;45:158–62.

54.	 Logie CH, Kenny KS, Lacombe-Duncan A, Wang Y, Levermore K, Jones N, et 
al. Factors associated with sexually transmissible Infection testing practices 
among men who have sex with men in Jamaica: results from a cross-sec-
tional, tablet-based survey. Sex Health. 2018;15:325–34.

55.	 Lee AS, Cody SL. The Stigma of Sexually Transmitted Infections. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.cnur.2020.05.002.

56.	 Brouwer AF, Delinger RL, Eisenberg MC, Campredon LP, Walline HM, Carey TE, 
et al. HPV vaccination has not increased sexual activity or accelerated sexual 
debut in a college-aged cohort of men and women. BMC Public Health. 
2019;19:821.

57.	 Dean LT, Greene N, Adams MA, Geffen SR, Malone J, Tredway K, et al. Beyond 
Black and White: race and sexual identity as contributors to healthcare sys-
tem distrust after Breast cancer screening among US women. Psychooncol-
ogy. 2021;30:1145–50.

58.	 Stevens GD, Seid M, Mistry R, Halfon N. Disparities in primary care for 
vulnerable children: the influence of multiple risk factors. Health Serv Res. 
2006;41:507–31.

59.	 Lazar M, Davenport L. Barriers to Health Care Access for low income families: 
a review of literature. J Community Health Nurs. 2018;35:28–37.

60.	 Timmins CL. The impact of Language barriers on the Health Care of Latinos 
in the United States: a review of the literature and guidelines for practice. J 
Midwifery Womens Health. 2002;47:80–96.

61.	 Mansfield LN, Chung RJ, Silva SG, Merwin EI, Gonzalez-Guarda RM. 
Social determinants of human papillomavirus vaccine series completion 
among U.S. adolescents: a mixed-methods study. SSM - Popul Health. 
2022;18:101082.

62.	 Chido-Amajuoyi OG, Talluri R, Wonodi C, Shete S. Trends in HPV Vaccination 
initiation and completion within ages 9–12 years: 2008–2018. Pediatrics. 
2021;147:e2020012765.

63.	 Gidengil C, Lieu TA, Payne K, Rusinak D, Messonnier M, Prosser LA. Parental 
and societal values for the risks and benefits of childhood combination vac-
cines. Vaccine. 2012;30:3445–52.

64.	 Liao Q, Cowling BJ, Lam WWT, Fielding R. Factors affecting intention to 
receive and self-reported receipt of 2009 pandemic (H1N1) vaccine in Hong 
Kong: a longitudinal study. PLoS ONE. 2011;6:e17713.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in 
published maps and institutional affiliations. 

https://doi.org/10.7302/6612
https://cdc.confex.com/cdc/std2016/webprogram/Paper37938.html
https://cdc.confex.com/cdc/std2016/webprogram/Paper37938.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cnur.2020.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cnur.2020.05.002

	﻿Public willingness to receive chlamydia, gonorrhea, syphilis, and trichomoniasis vaccines: a scoping review
	﻿Abstract
	﻿Introduction
	﻿Methods
	﻿Inclusion and exclusion criteria
	﻿Types of study
	﻿Identifying relevant studies
	﻿Study selection
	﻿Charting the data
	﻿Collating, summarizing and reporting the results

	﻿Results
	﻿Excluded texts
	﻿Description of study populations
	﻿Critical appraisals
	﻿Text characteristics
	﻿Diseases of interest and vaccine acceptability
	﻿Factors associated with vaccine acceptability

	﻿Discussion
	﻿Limitations

	﻿Conclusions
	﻿References


