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Abstract
At the beginning of the COVID-19 vaccination campaign,
many countries faced a mismatch between the demand
and supply of vaccines. Particularly in countries where
different rights were granted to vaccinated and unvacci-
nated individuals, this situationmay have fosteredwhat we
here refer to as policy-induced feelings of social exclusion.
Using data from Germany in spring 2021, we investigate
how individuals’ vaccination status related to feelings of
(1) being excluded by others (interpersonal level) and (2)
being excluded by the government (societal level) at a time
when vaccinated and unvaccinated individuals had differ-
ent rights. We find that being unvaccinated is associated
with feeling excluded by others and by the government and
that individuals generally report higher levels of exclusion
by the government than by other people. These findings
have important implications for policymakers not only in
times of a pandemic but in light of major crises more
generally.
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INTRODUCTION

In times of crisis, governments often face difficult decisions that have the potential to create
strong societal tension. Often, these decisions need to carefully balance conflicting interests. As an
ongoing example, decisions regarding the climate crisis sometimes need to balance what is envi-
ronmentally reasonable against the question of what is societally fair. As a result of this balancing,
political decisions hold the potential to cause people to feel left out. An extensive body of research
suggests that such feelings of social exclusionmay have severe negative consequences (Riva et al.,
2017; Rudert et al., 2021). Most of this research focused on feelings of exclusion that originate from
other people’s excluding behavior. In contrast, little is known about what we here refer to as policy-
induced feelings of exclusion, which originate from policy decisions. We here argue and show that
policy decisions have the potential to cause feelings of exclusion, which maymanifest themselves
on the interpersonal level (e.g., people feel excluded or ignored by others because a policy sets
them apart) and the societal level (e.g., people feel excluded or ignored by their government).
Theories and research in social exclusion may well benefit from accounting for policy-induced
feelings of being ignored or left out.
A specific period in spring 2021 in Germany provides the unique opportunity to examine these

policy-induced feelings of exclusion more closely. Specifically, in May 2021, the German gov-
ernment loosened COVID-19 restrictions for those fully vaccinated (i.e., two weeks after having
received the second vaccine shot) or recovered from COVID-19. Those who were not fully vac-
cinated or recovered, however, needed to further adhere to the restrictions, involving night-time
curfews, contact restrictions, and quarantine after traveling. Importantly, regulations were selec-
tively loosened at an early stage of the vaccination campaign, thus at a time when most people
in Germany had not yet had the chance to get fully vaccinated (i.e., only ∼14% were fully vac-
cinated; Statista, 2022). Unlike in later stages of the pandemic when all people in Germany had
the possibility to get vaccinated—even though some decided not to—this particular phase in May
2021 was characterized by a mismatch between demand and supply of vaccines. As a result, indi-
viduals who could not get vaccinated may have felt left out, by others who were not affected by
restrictions, and by the government, which was responsible for this policy decision.
We argue that such policy-induced feelings of social exclusion generally have the potential

to create personal distress and societal tension, and that unique societal circumstances such as
in spring 2021 in Germany may provide a lesson to learn for future crises. Combined with the
rich body of fundamental research on social exclusion experiences, such insights are important
for designing crisis management plans, and more generally for dealing with situations in which
individuals feel disadvantaged and deprived of their basic rights as a result of governmental
actions.

COVID-19 policies as a source of social isolation and exclusion

The COVID-19 pandemic and the associatedmeasures to prevent the disease’s spread represent an
extraordinary source of social isolation. During the pandemic, in many countries, contact restric-
tions allowed individuals to meet only a specific number of people at a time. In the most severe
phases of the pandemic, many countries instructed their citizens to adhere to strict physical dis-
tancing rules and sometimes even limited their physical contact to people living within the same
household (Cheng et al., 2020; Hale et al., 2021). As humans are inherently social beings, who

 15302415, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://spssi.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/asap.12360 by U

niversitaetsbibliothek B
asel, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [28/08/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense



UNVACCINATED AND LEFT OUT 3

strive for belonging and connectedness, such forced social isolation can pose a threat to their
fundamental need to belong and threaten their well-being (Baumeister & Leary, 1995). In line
with this idea, research conducted during a strict COVID-19 lockdown in Italy shows that a longer
duration of social isolation, measured by the days the lockdown had been in place, is associated
with impaired mental health (Pancani et al., 2021). Moreover, men who lived alone and were thus
particularly isolated during COVID-19 lockdowns experienced less well-being compared to those
living with others (Jauch et al., 2023).
Interestingly, Hales et al. (2021) argue that physical distancing measures and the according

social isolation and lack of social contacts may have similar effects as social exclusion. Even
though the lack of social contacts is caused by the external circumstances shaped by the pandemic,
people may still feel the pain of being socially excluded because physical distancing threatens the
fundamental human needs for control, belonging, meaningful existence, and self-esteem. In sup-
port of this reasoning, a study by Graupmann and Pfundmair (2022) conducted in the USA and
Germany at the beginning of the COVID-19 pandemic suggests that social distancing in the work
context was associated with less basic need fulfillment.
Above and beyond physical distancing rules, theCOVID-19 pandemicwas associatedwith other

measures that may have caused individuals to feel left out. For instance, the transition to distance
education and e-learning posed a disadvantage to studentswith disabilities (e.g., deaf students, see
Madhesh, 2021) or students from low socio-economic backgrounds (Alsoud & Harasis, 2021). In a
similar vein, mainly relying on digital communication instead of having face-to-face interactions
may have caused elderly people without access to or knowledge of technology to feel left out and
overlooked (Seifert, 2020; Seifert et al., 2021). Switching to digital communication may also have
created higher risks of feeling excluded and ignored online (i.e., cyber ostracism), with negative
consequences for students and employeeswhowere forced to study andwork online (Sarfraz et al.,
2023; Yang et al., 2022). Moreover, in the context of discussions of the pandemic’s origin, individ-
uals of Asian descent faced racist discrimination, stigmatization, and social exclusion across the
world (He et al., 2020).

Vaccination-specific feelings of social exclusion

With the discovery of COVID-19 vaccines and the start of vaccination campaigns in many coun-
tries at the beginning of 2021 (European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control, 2021), a new
source of potential feelings of social exclusion emerged. At the start of the COVID-19 vaccination
campaign, many countries faced a mismatch between the vaccine’s demand and supply and had
to carefully weigh various decision parameters. In line with the guidelines by the World Health
Organization (2020), many countries prioritized the most vulnerable groups, (e.g., elderly people,
healthcare workers). While this strategy has been vastly in line with citizens’ self-reported pref-
erences and perceptions of fairness (Duch et al., 2021; Luyten et al., 2022), it may have nurtured
vaccination-specific feelings of social exclusion that arose from loosening COVID-19 restrictions
for those fully vaccinated, as was the case in May 2021 in Germany. In particular, with the loos-
ened restrictions, contact restrictions did not apply to unvaccinated versus vaccinated individuals
to the same extent. Thus, at a time whenmany people suffered from a lack of close social contacts
(Pancani et al., 2021), the burden was eased for some and aggravated for other individuals. Specif-
ically, we here argue that non-vaccinated individuals may have experienced two different kinds
of vaccination-specific feelings, as further detailed next.
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4 JAUCH et al.

Exclusion on the interpersonal level

As a result of the loosened COVID-19 restrictions for vaccinated people, some individuals may
have experienced social exclusion on an interpersonal level, for instance by friends or fam-
ily members who did not include them in social activities. We here refer to this experience as
policy-induced feelings of interpersonal exclusion. Research on interpersonal social exclusion has
established a plethora of negative consequences that result from being ignored or left out by other
people. For instance, in the short term, social exclusion poses a threat to individuals’ fundamen-
tal psychological needs, such as belongingness, self-esteem, control, and meaningful existence
(Williams, 2009). Further, social exclusion has been shown to increase aggressive behavior (Ren
et al., 2018), reduce pro-social behavior (Twenge et al., 2007), and foster suicidal ideation (Chen
et al., 2020).Moreover, if feelings of social exclusion by others persist, they can result in alienation,
depression, and hopelessness (Riva et al., 2017; Rudert et al., 2021).
Importantly, based on other research suggesting that physical distance measures in general can

result in feelings of exclusion and impaired mental well-being (Graupmann & Pfundmair, 2022;
Hales et al., 2021; Pancani et al., 2021), there is a strong basis to assume that physical distance
measures that apply specifically to non-vaccinated individuals may have similar or even stronger
effects. In fact, unlike rules that apply to everybody, physical distance measures tied to one’s vac-
cination status may increase perceptions of unfairness and may thus even aggravate feelings of
social exclusion. This is in line with previous research, showing that reactions to social exclusion
depend on its perceived (un)fairness (Tuscherer et al., 2016).

Exclusion on the societal level

In addition to interpersonal exclusion, individuals may have also experienced policy-induced feel-
ings of societal exclusion. Specifically, in the present context, when the restrictions were loosened
for vaccinated and recently recovered individuals, unvaccinated people may have felt that their
needs were ignored by the government.
Understanding societal exclusion is of high relevance because, in the long run, these feelings

may foster a sense of powerlessness and insignificance, which can lead to political alienation or
anomia. Both political alienation and anomia describe psychological states that involve feelings
of detachment from society and its norms and are important factors in understanding delinquent
behaviors (Smith & Bohm, 2008). So far, the issue of societal exclusion in terms of not feeling
considered by the government, politics in general, or society at large is rarely investigated, but its
effects are likely to be similarly painful to those of interpersonal exclusion.
Of relevance in this context is research on social invisibility (for an overview, see Wesselmann

et al., 2023). This form of social exclusion describes the neglect or ignorance of an individual or
of some of their personal attributes and can occur on the societal or political level. For instance,
women can feel socially invisiblewhen language is exclusively focused onmen (Stout&Dasgupta,
2011) orwhen they feel objectified and thus reduced to their physical appearance (Dvir et al., 2021).
Social invisibility can also manifest in perceived interchangeability of members of certain groups.
Another source of social exclusion tied to societal variables is individuals’ social and economic

status. For instance, research suggests that particularly younger, unemployed individuals are at
higher risk to feel socially excluded (Albath et al., 2023) and that homeless individuals feel socially
excluded as a result of perceived economic inequality (Marinucci et al., 2022).
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UNVACCINATED AND LEFT OUT 5

Finally, research on political events suggests that elections have the power to elicit feelings
of exclusion. For instance, research by Young et al. (2009) has shown that voters who strongly
identified with the losing (i.e., McCain) compared to the winning (i.e., Obama) political candidate
in the 2008 US presidential election report less fulfillment of fundamental psychological needs.
Replicating this pattern for the opposing political party, Claypool et al. (2020) showed that after
Trumphadwon the presidential election in 2016, Clinton compared to Trump supporters reported
stronger feelings of rejection and less fulfillment of fundamental psychological needs.
Interestingly, while there is an extensive body of research on political trust, astonishingly little

research has examined how feelings of (not) being considered by the government evolve (Flavin,
2013) and to what extent they correspond to experiences of social exclusion.

The present research

In sum, some research suggests that structural and political factors may cause feelings of being
overlooked or excluded, thus providing evidence for exclusion on the societal level. Moreover,
the negative effects of interpersonal exclusion, that is, social exclusion that results from (the lack
of) interactions with other people, are well documented (Williams & Nida, 2022). None of these
prior contributions, however, has looked at specific policy decisions and their impact on feeling
excluded, most likely because it is notoriously difficult to isolate such impact. The present work
provides first evidence mending this gap by investigating policy-induced feelings of societal exclu-
sion tied to one specific decision with strong societal implications: The German government’s
decision to loosen COVID-19 restrictions for vaccinated compared to unvaccinated individuals, at
a time when many people wanted to be vaccinated but could not because of a supply shortage.

METHODS

This work is part of a more comprehensive project on the psychological impact of COVID-19 reg-
ulations consisting of three timepoints of measurement. We here focus on data from Timepoint 1
and only report the variables used for the analyses of the present work.1
Given the novelty of the research question as well as time and resource constraints, sample size

determination was based on available resources. These considerations resulted in a pre-registered
sample size of 300 participants at Timepoint 1. On May 21–22, 2021 (loosened restrictions had
been in place for two weeks), 281 German residents accessed the study via Prolific Academic.
After applying pre-registered exclusion criteria, 274 participants were retained (Mage = 29.69,
SD = 9.00, 121 female, three diverse, one undisclosed).
We assessed participants’ objective vaccination status with seven categories (see Table 1). In

addition to this self-reported objective vaccination status, individuals were probed for their sub-
jective vaccination status by asking about the perceived psychological distance to being fully
vaccinated. To that purpose, we adapted Aron et al.’s (1992) Inclusion of Other in the Self (IOS)
scale, which originally has been developed as a measure of relational closeness. In the scale’s

1 Please note that the data, analysis code, and all studymaterials including themeasures that are not reported in the present
manuscript are openly available on the OSF: https://osf.io/pr8vn/. The project has been pre-registered in two different
pre-registrations, see https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=PJ5_WR5 and https://aspredicted.org/blind.php?x=GV6_9TD.
While the hypotheses tested in the current work were pre-registered, the exact analysis approach was not.
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UNVACCINATED AND LEFT OUT 7

F IGURE 1 Measure of participants’ subjective vaccination status. A larger distance between the two circles
indicates a larger perceived distance to the status “fully vaccinated”.

original version, participants are presented with seven pairs of overlapping circles arranged in
increasing overlap with each other and are asked to indicate which pair best reflects their rela-
tionship with a given other person (from 1 = far apart to 7 = completely overlapping). While the
IOS scale was originally designed to assess self-reported closeness to one’s partner (Aron et al.,
1992), later research has adapted the scale to assess psychological distance (see Trope & Liberman,
2010) to a person, a construct, or an objectmore generally. For instance, Choi andWinterich (2013)
used an adapted version of the IOS scale to assess individuals’ perceived closeness to a brand in
the context of consumer research. We developed this conceptual path further and reasoned that
the spatial distance between pairs of circles can be used to graphically represent psychological
distance to being fully vaccinated. To this end, we presented participants with the seven pairs of
circles in decreasing distance (see Figure 1) and asked them to indicate which pair best describes
their perceived distance to the status fully vaccinated (M = 2.56, SD = 1.73).
Notably, individuals with the same objective vaccination status may feel differently about how

far they are away from being fully vaccinated, and participants’ subjective vaccination status pro-
vides a useful measure to capture such important psychological factors. In addition to providing
a useful measure of psychologically impactful subjective differences, the continuous subjective
measure provides a statistical advantage to the categorial objective measure. This is because at
a time in history when the distribution on the objective measure was highly skewed (i.e., very
few vaccinated individuals), the continuous subjective measure allows for running analyses that
would not be possible with the categorial objective measure.
Further variables that were assessed and considered for analysis in the present work are

interpersonal exclusion, societal exclusion, and political trust (see Table 1).

RESULTS

Participants’ objective and subjective vaccination status are strongly correlated (Spearman’s rho),
suggesting that they measure a similar construct. Consequently, and because only subjective vac-
cination status is an interval-scaled variable fulfilling the requirement for parametric testing,
in the following we focus on subjective vaccination status. The bivariate correlations between
all variables are depicted in Table 1. Note that for all analyses including feelings of societal
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8 JAUCH et al.

F IGURE 2 Feelings of exclusion predicted by type of exclusion and subjective vaccination status.
Note: Grey areas indicate 95% Confidence Intervals. Higher numbers correspond to a smaller perceived distance
to the status “fully vaccinated” and to stronger feelings of exclusion. Both feelings of exclusion and subjective
vaccination status were measured on a scale from 1 to 7.

exclusion, the original scale was reverse coded (i.e., higher values indicate stronger feelings of
societal exclusion).
To investigate whether the situation in spring 2021 in Germany did result in policy-induced

feelings of (a) interpersonal and (b) societal exclusion, we calculated a mixed model using the
R package lme4 (Bates et al., 2015), controlling for participants’ age and gender (fixed effects).
Because type of exclusion is nested within participants, a mixed model analysis with a random
intercept for participants was chosen. The type of exclusion (interpersonal versus societal) was
entered as an effect coded (0.5;−0.5) within-subjects fixed effect, subjective vaccination status (z-
standardized) as a continuous fixed effect, and feelings of exclusion as the outcome variable. Due
to the z-standardization of subjective vaccination status, the reported bs indicate standardized
coefficients. In addition, we report the squared semi-partial correlation coefficients (sr2) for each
predictor using the R package partR2 (Stoffel et al., 2021). Upon inspection of the assumptions of
least square method including normality, linearity, and independence of residuals, no violations
were observed. Of note, as a general advantage of the use of mixed model analysis, mixed models
have been shown to yield robust model estimates in spite of violations of assumptions (Schielzeth
et al., 2020).
The interaction between type of exclusion and subjective vaccination status was not significant,

b = .06, p= .361, and did not improve the model fit, X2 (1, N= 274)= 0.84, p = .36, which is why
we dropped the interaction term from the model. The analysis showed that a higher subjective
distance to being vaccinated is associated with stronger feelings of exclusion, b = –.16, sr2 = .02, p
< .001. Moreover, individuals further reported significantly stronger feelings of societal exclusion
(M= 4.66, SD = 1.44) than personal exclusion (M= 1.92, SD= 1.56), b = 1.35, sr2 = .45, p < .001.
Neither age, b < .01, sr2< .01, p = .927, nor gender, b = .03, sr2 < .01, p = .432, had a significant
effect on feelings of exclusion. In sum, subjective vaccination status has a significant, small effect
on both interpersonal and societal feelings of exclusion. The pattern of effects is visualized in
Figure 2.
We further calculated bivariate correlations between subjective vaccination status, feelings

of exclusion (interpersonal and societal), and political trust (see Table 1). While there was no
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UNVACCINATED AND LEFT OUT 9

significant association between subjective vaccination status and trust or feelings of interpersonal
exclusion and trust, there was a significant association between feelings of societal exclusion and
political trust.

DISCUSSION

During a time when the demand and supply of vaccines were in mismatch, and vaccination sta-
tus determined personal social distancing restrictions, a larger subjective distance to the status
“fully vaccinated” was associated with stronger feelings of both personal and societal exclusion.
This finding may have important implications for crisis management in general, as both types of
exclusion likely cause various negative consequences.
First, being left out by others (interpersonal exclusion) has been shown to result in adverse psy-

chological consequences that manifest in affective, cognitive, and behavioral reactions (Williams
& Nida, 2022). If experiences of social exclusion persist, they pose a serious risk to individuals’
mental health (Riva et al., 2017; Rudert et al., 2021). In times of COVID-19 lockdowns, many indi-
viduals faced the burden of social isolation and loneliness which negatively affected their mental
health (Pancani et al., 2021). Feelings of interpersonal exclusion may aggravate this situation fur-
ther by threatening important psychological needs, thereby constituting additional psychological
burdens (Williams, 2009).
Second, the present findings suggest that individuals’ subjective vaccination status (i.e., how

close individuals perceive themselves to acquiring the status “fully vaccinated”) influenced feel-
ings of being excluded by the government, which, in the long run, may have negative societal
consequences. Even though research on thismatter is scarce, some evidence suggests that individ-
uals reportmore confidence in governmentswhose decisions are in linewith their own ideological
values (Flavin, 2013). These findings afford the speculation that feelings of being excluded by the
government may reduce trust in political institutions, which is an important driver of law com-
pliance, political engagement, and support of democracy in general (Catterberg & Moreno, 2006;
Marien & Hooghe, 2011). We hasten to add that while we did observe a negative bivariate cor-
relation between political trust and feelings of exclusion by the government, the cross-sectional
design does not allow for causal inferences. We thus limit this discussion to the speculation that
feelings of being excluded by the government may, in the long term, influence political trust.
Such negative societal effects may have severe consequences. For instance, a study by Pfund-

mair and Mahr (2022) observed that amongst individuals who opposed the present COVID-19
measures (e.g., proof of vaccination), feeling socially excluded by these measures was associated
with a higher willingness to take illegal and violent actions to fight COVID restrictions. This
suggests that policy-induced feelings of social exclusion hold the potential to foster radicalization.

Having the choice versus the opportunity to get vaccinated

As a general caveat to our findings, the present study did not assess participants’ willingness to get
vaccinated and thus, no inferences about the subgroup of individuals not willing to be vaccinated
can be drawn. However, while many studies investigated vaccination willingness/hesitancy (e.g.,
Gerretsen et al., 2021; Murphy et al., 2021; Troiano & Nardi, 2021), to our knowledge, no study to
date examined the psychological consequences of the mismatch in vaccine supply and demand
at the beginning of the COVID-19 vaccination campaign, as we did in the present study. At this
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particular point in time in spring 2021, whether or not participants wanted to be vaccinated likely
was usurped by whether or not participants could get vaccinated and the consequences associated
with being vaccinated.
Yet, it is an intriguing questionhow individualswho actively chose not to get vaccinated, despite

having the opportunity to do so, experienced and coped with the restrictions during COVID-19.
Possibly, feeling excluded due to one’s vaccination status may have more severe or long-lasting
consequences for individuals who intentionally chose not to be vaccinated compared to individu-
als who could not be vaccinated due to a supply shortage. This is because individuals may recover
more quickly when they can attribute the reason for their exclusion experience to external reasons
beyond their control rather than to internal reasons that depend on their own decisions (Williams,
2009).Moreover, asWirth andWilliams (2009) show, variables that define permanent groupmem-
bership (e.g., gender) compared to temporary group membership (e.g., the color of one’s shirt)
lower the speed of recovery from exclusion by an outgroup member. It is thus conceivable that
unvaccinated individuals who perceived their vaccination status as part of their identity recover
more slowly from exclusion compared to unvaccinated individuals who intend to get vaccinated
as soon as they get the opportunity.
While the lack of control of people who wanted to, but could not yet get vaccinated, may have

facilitated external attributions and thus recovery from feelings of exclusion, it may also have had
negative effects. In particular, research suggests that a threat to individuals’ feelings of control can
aggravate negative reactions in excluded individuals. For instance, while reactions of excluded
individuals who have the possibility to restore their feelings of control have been shown to be
similar to those of included individuals, individuals who are excluded and additionally deprived
of control behave substantially more aggressively (Warburton et al., 2006). In another line of
research, individuals who were excluded contrary to their expectations and thus experienced a
threat to their predictive control behaved more aggressively compared to those who expected to
be excluded (Wesselmann et al., 2010). The lack of control associated with wanting vaccination
but not receiving it may thus have changed social behavior.
Importantly, research suggests that the lack of control associated with social exclusion can be

compensated for by situational factors. As an example, individuals in a position of high compared
to low power (operationalized by spatial position) experienced more control and behaved less
aggressively following exclusion (Schoel et al., 2014). The fact that threats to control may have
severe consequences but can be influenced by the social circumstances is of interest to those who
develop pandemic management plans.

Implications

The findings presented here focus on a very specific, unique situation in spring 2021 in Germany.
However, from a more general perspective, they indicate that policy decisions may result in feel-
ings of interpersonal and societal exclusion. While some previous contributions have investigated
societal variables that may cause feelings of being overlooked or excluded (see Wesselmann et al.,
2023), the present study is the first to put the spotlight on policy implications and thus conceptu-
ally extends the social exclusion literature. In this line of research, wemeasured societal exclusion
in terms of how strongly participants feel that the government considers their personal interests
and needs. From our perspective, this is a useful approach that other researchmay fruitfully build
on when exploring feelings of societal exclusion that go back to structural and political reasons.
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UNVACCINATED AND LEFT OUT 11

Insights into societal exclusion may be particularly relevant in times of crisis when people and
societies are under stress, and when trust in political institutions is arguably needed the most.
The present findings allow for the conclusion that crisis management plans should be amended
with insights about the severe consequences that may result from social exclusion, as well as ways
how to avoid such feelings ex-ante when designing policies. The energy and food crisis, triggered
by the outbreak of the war in Ukraine in 2022, and felt around the globe, could be one example in
which such knowledge is needed. This is because the energy and food crisis also represent severe
burdens to many households, which may heighten the risk that individuals feel both excluded on
a personal and a societal level. For instance, some individuals may not be able to afford certain
social activities and thus feel left out by others, and they may feel excluded by the government
because they feel that politicians take too little action to financially relieve certain groups.
Our findings have important implications for feelings of societal exclusion that may be inde-

pendent of major crises like the COVID-19 pandemic, too. For instance, our research may inform
future investigations into feeling excluded by society based on, for instance, one’s ethnicity, race,
political orientation, gender, or sexual orientation. Notably, feelings of social exclusion may have
harmful (inter-)personal and societal consequences, irrespective of whether these experiences are
based on factual or perceived discrimination in society. Moreover, even thoughwe found no inter-
action effect between societal and interpersonal exclusion in the present study, it is possible that
different exclusion experiences add up and reinforce their negative effects. This may be a particu-
larly important aspect in understanding exclusion experiences of members of stigmatized groups
or individuals affected by intersectional discrimination (Lieberman et al., 2023; Purdie-Vaughns
& Eibach, 2008).

CONCLUSION

In sum, the present findings suggest that governmental decisions can result in policy-induced
feelings of social exclusion on an interpersonal and societal level, which may have critical down-
stream consequences. For the sake of social peace and preventing social divide, it is crucial for
policymakers to consider the impact decisions may have on perceived social exclusion.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
Open access funding provided by the University of Basel.

CONFL ICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
We have no conflicts of interest to declare.

DATA AVAILAB IL ITY STATEMENT
Open Code, Open Data, and Open Materials for the study in this manuscript are accessible here:
https://osf.io/pr8vn/

ORCID
Melissa Jauch https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0000-6176
ChristianeM.Büttner https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6296-2756
ElianneA.Albath https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6213-124X
RainerGreifeneder https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0725-5626

 15302415, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://spssi.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/asap.12360 by U

niversitaetsbibliothek B
asel, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [28/08/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://osf.io/pr8vn/
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0000-6176
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0000-6176
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6296-2756
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6296-2756
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6213-124X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6213-124X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0725-5626
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0725-5626


12 JAUCH et al.

REFERENCES
Albath, E. A., Büttner, C. M., Rudert, S. C., Sibley, C. G., & Greifeneder, R. (2023). Young, unemployed, excluded:
Unemployed young adults report more ostracism. European Journal of Social Psychology, https://doi.org/10.
1002/ejsp.2953

Alsoud, A. R., & Harasis, A. A. (2021). The impact of COVID-19 pandemic on student’s e-learning experience in
Jordan. Journal of Theoretical and Applied Electronic Commerce Research, 16(5), 1404–1414. https://doi.org/10.
3390/jtaer16050079

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., & Smollan, D. (1992). Inclusion of other in the self scale and the structure of interpersonal
closeness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 63(4), 596–612. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.4.596

Bates, D., Mächler, M., Bolker, B., & Walker, S. (2015). Fitting linear mixed-effects models using lme4. Journal of
Statistical Software, 67, 1–48. https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01

Baumeister, R. F., & Leary,M. R. (1995). The need to belong: Desire for interpersonal attachments as a fundamental
human motivation. Psychological Bulletin, 117(3), 497–529. https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497

Catterberg, G., & Moreno, A. (2006). The individual bases of political trust: Trends in new and established
democracies. International Journal of Public Opinion Research, 18(1), 31–48. https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/edh081

Chen, Z., Poon, K.-T., DeWall, C. N., & Jiang, T. (2020). Life lacks meaning without acceptance: Ostracism trig-
gers suicidal thoughts. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 119(6), 1423–1443. https://doi.org/10.1037/
pspi0000238

Cheng, C., Barceló, J., Hartnett, A. S., Kubinec, R., & Messerschmidt, L. (2020). COVID-19 government response
event dataset (CoronaNet v.1.0). Nature Human Behaviour, 4(7), Article 7. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-020-
0909-7

Choi, W. J., & Winterich, K. P. (2013). Can Brands Move in from the Outside? How Moral Identity Enhances Out-
Group Brand Attitudes. Journal of Marketing, 77(2), 96–111. https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.11.0544

Claypool, H. M., Trujillo, A., Bernstein, M. J., & Young, S. (2020). Experiencing vicarious rejection in the wake
of the 2016 presidential election. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 23(2), 179–194. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1368430218798702

Duch, R., Roope, L. S., Violato, M., Fuentes Becerra, M., Robinson, T. S., Bonnefon, J.-F., Friedman, J., Loewen, P.
J., Mamidi, P., &Melegaro, A. (2021). Citizens from 13 countries share similar preferences for COVID-19 vaccine
allocation priorities. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 118(38), e2026382118. https://doi.org/10.
1073/pnas.2026382118

Dvir, M., Kelly, J. R., Tyler, J. M., & Williams, K. D. (2021). I’m up here! Sexual objectification leads to feeling
ostracized. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 121(2), 332–353. https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000328

European Centre for Disease Prevention and Control (2021). Overview of the implementation of COVID-19
vaccination strategies and deployment plans in the EU/EEA. https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/
documents/Overview-of-the-implementation-of-COVID-19-vaccination-strategies-and-deployment-plans-14-
June-2021.pdf

Flavin, P. (2013). Policy Representation and Evaluations of State Government. State & Local Government Review,
45(3), 139–152. https://www.jstor.org/stable/42002376

Gerretsen, P., Kim, J., Caravaggio, F., Quilty, L., Sanches, M., Wells, S., Brown, E. E., Agic, B., Pollock, B. G., &
Graff-Guerrero, A. (2021). Individual determinants of COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy. PLOSONE, 16(11), e0258462.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0258462

Graupmann, V., & Pfundmair, M. (2022). When ostracism is mandated: COVID-19, social distancing, and
psychological needs. The Journal of Social Psychology, 163(1), 1–13. https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2022.
2026284

Hale, T., Angrist, N., Goldszmidt, R., Kira, B., Petherick, A., Phillips, T., Webster, S., Cameron-Blake, E., Hallas, L.,
Majumdar, S., & Tatlow,H. (2021). A global panel database of pandemic policies (Oxford COVID-19 Government
Response Tracker). Nature Human Behaviour, 5(4), Article 4. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01079-8

Hales, A. H., Wood, N. R., & Williams, K. D. (2021). Navigating COVID-19: Insights from research on social
ostracism. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 24(2), 306–310. https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220981408

He, J., He, L., Zhou, W., Nie, X., & He, M. (2020). Discrimination and social exclusion in the outbreak of COVID-
19. International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health, 17(8), 2933. https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph17082933

 15302415, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://spssi.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/asap.12360 by U

niversitaetsbibliothek B
asel, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [28/08/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2953
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2953
https://doi.org/10.3390/jtaer16050079
https://doi.org/10.3390/jtaer16050079
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.4.596
https://doi.org/10.18637/jss.v067.i01
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.117.3.497
https://doi.org/10.1093/ijpor/edh081
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000238
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000238
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-020-0909-7
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-020-0909-7
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.11.0544
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218798702
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430218798702
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2026382118
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2026382118
https://doi.org/10.1037/pspi0000328
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/documents/Overview-of-the-implementation-of-COVID-19-vaccination-strategies-and-deployment-plans-14-June-2021.pdf
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/documents/Overview-of-the-implementation-of-COVID-19-vaccination-strategies-and-deployment-plans-14-June-2021.pdf
https://www.ecdc.europa.eu/sites/default/files/documents/Overview-of-the-implementation-of-COVID-19-vaccination-strategies-and-deployment-plans-14-June-2021.pdf
https://www.jstor.org/stable/42002376
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0258462
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2022.2026284
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2022.2026284
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41562-021-01079-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430220981408
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17082933
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph17082933


UNVACCINATED AND LEFT OUT 13

Jauch, M., Lalot, F., & Greifeneder, R. (2023). No man is an island: Men living alone during COVID-19 report
lower need satisfaction and well-being. Journal of Community & Applied Social Psychology, 33(4), 1002–1017.
https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2686

Lieberman, A. G., Stock, M. L., AuBuchon, K. E., Beekman, J. B., & Lambert, S. F. (2023). Intersectional dis-
crimination from black women, white women, black men, or white men impacts young adult black women’s
affective states and risky health cognitions. Psychology & Health, 38(1), 22–38. https://doi.org/10.1080/08870446.
2021.1941962

Luyten, J., Tubeuf, S., & Kessels, R. (2022). Rationing of a scarce life-saving resource: Public preferences for
prioritizing COVID-19 vaccination. Health Economics, 31(2), 342–362. https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.4450

Madhesh, A. (2021). Full exclusion during COVID-19: Saudi Deaf education is an example. Heliyon, 7(3), e06536.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2021.e06536

Marien, S., & Hooghe, M. (2011). Does political trust matter? An empirical investigation into the relation between
political trust and support for law compliance. European Journal of Political Research, 50(2), 267–291. https://
doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2010.01930.x

Marinucci, M., Riva, P., Lenzi, M., Lasagna, C., Waldeck, D., Tyndall, I., & Volpato, C. (2022). On the lowest
rung of the ladder: How social exclusion, perceived economic inequality and stigma increase homeless people’s
resignation. British Journal of Social Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12657

Murphy, J., Vallières, F., Bentall, R. P., Shevlin, M., McBride, O., Hartman, T. K., McKay, R., Bennett, K., Mason,
L., Gibson-Miller, J., Levita, L., Martinez, A. P., Stocks, T. V. A., Karatzias, T., & Hyland, P. (2021). Psychological
characteristics associated with COVID-19 vaccine hesitancy and resistance in Ireland and the United Kingdom.
Nature Communications, 12(1), Article 1. https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-20226-9

Pancani, L., Marinucci, M., Aureli, N., & Riva, P. (2021). Forced social isolation and mental health: A study on
1,006 Italians under COVID-19 lockdown. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, https://www.frontiersin.org/article/10.
3389/fpsyg.2021.663799

Pfundmair, M., & Mahr, L. A. M. (2022). Regaining power: How feelings of exclusion during COVID-19 are associ-
ated with radicalism among critics of containment policies. Frontiers in Psychology, 13, https://www.frontiersin.
org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.952760

Purdie-Vaughns, V., & Eibach, R. P. (2008). Intersectional invisibility: The distinctive advantages and disadvantages
of multiple subordinate-group identities. Sex Roles, 59(5–6), 377–391. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9424-4

Ren, D., Wesselmann, E. D., & Williams, K. D. (2018). Hurt people hurt people: Ostracism and aggression. Current
Opinion in Psychology, 19, 34–38. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.026

Riva, P., Montali, L., Wirth, J. H., Curioni, S., & Williams, K. D. (2017). Chronic social exclusion and evidence for
the resignation stage: An empirical investigation. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 34(4), 541–564.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407516644348

Rudert, S. C., Janke, S., & Greifeneder, R. (2021). Ostracism breeds depression: Longitudinal associations between
ostracism and depression over a three-year-period. Journal of Affective Disorders Reports, 4, 100118. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.jadr.2021.100118

Sarfraz, M., Khawaja, K. F., Ivascu, L., & Khalil, M. (2023). An empirical study on cyber ostracism and students’
discontinuous usage intention of social networking sites during the COVID-19 pandemic: A mediated and
moderated model. Studies in Educational Evaluation, 76, 101235. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2023.101235

Schielzeth,H., Dingemanse,N. J., Nakagawa, S.,Westneat, D. F., Allegue,H., Teplitsky, C., Réale, D., Dochtermann,
N. A., Garamszegi, L. Z., & Araya-Ajoy, Y. G. (2020). Robustness of linear mixed-effects models to violations
of distributional assumptions. Methods in Ecology and Evolution, 11(9), 1141–1152. https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-
210X.13434

Schoel, C., Eck, J., &Greifeneder, R. (2014). Amatter of vertical position: Consequences of ostracism differ for those
above versus below its perpetrators. Social Psychological and Personality Science, 5(2), 149–157. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1948550613488953

Seifert, A. (2020). The Digital Exclusion of Older Adults during the COVID-19 Pandemic. Journal of Gerontological
Social Work, 63(6–7), 674–676. https://doi.org/10.1080/01634372.2020.1764687

Seifert, A., Cotten, S. R., & Xie, B. (2021). A double burden of exclusion? Digital and social exclusion of older adults
in times of COVID-19. The Journals of Gerontology: Series B, 76(3), e99–e103. https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/
gbaa098

 15302415, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://spssi.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/asap.12360 by U

niversitaetsbibliothek B
asel, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [28/08/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1002/casp.2686
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870446.2021.1941962
https://doi.org/10.1080/08870446.2021.1941962
https://doi.org/10.1002/hec.4450
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.heliyon.2021.e06536
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2010.01930.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2010.01930.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjso.12657
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41467-020-20226-9
https://www.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.663799
https://www.frontiersin.org/article/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.663799
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.952760
https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2022.952760
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11199-008-9424-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2017.03.026
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407516644348
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadr.2021.100118
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jadr.2021.100118
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.stueduc.2023.101235
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13434
https://doi.org/10.1111/2041-210X.13434
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550613488953
https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550613488953
https://doi.org/10.1080/01634372.2020.1764687
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbaa098
https://doi.org/10.1093/geronb/gbaa098


14 JAUCH et al.

Smith,H. P., &Bohm,R.M. (2008). BeyondAnomie:Alienation andCrime.Critical Criminology, 16(1), 1–15. https://
doi.org/10.1007/s10612-007-9047-z

Statista. (2022). Coronavirus: Impfquote in Deutschland bis April 2022. https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/
studie/1196966/umfrage/impfquote-gegen-das-coronavirus-in-deutschland/

Stoffel, M. A., Nakagawa, S., & Schielzeth, H. (2021). partR2: Partitioning R2 in generalized linear mixed models
[Computer software]. PeerJ Inc. https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2020.07.26.221168v1

Stout, J. G., & Dasgupta, N. (2011). When he doesn’t mean you: Gender-exclusive language as ostracism. Personality
and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(6), 757–769. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211406434

Troiano, G., & Nardi, A. (2021). Vaccine hesitancy in the era of COVID-19. Public Health, 194, 245–251. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.puhe.2021.02.025

Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2010). Construal-level theory of psychological distance. Psychological Review, 117(2),
440–463. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018963

Tuscherer, T., Sacco, D. F., Wirth, J. H., Claypool, H. M., Hugenberg, K., &Wesselmann, E. D. (2016). Responses to
exclusion aremoderated by its perceived fairness. European Journal of Social Psychology, 46(3), 280–293. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2152

Twenge, J. M., Baumeister, R. F., DeWall, C. N., Ciarocco, N. J., & Bartels, J. M. (2007). Social exclusion decreases
prosocial behavior. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 92(1), 56–66. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.
92.1.56

Warburton, W. A., Williams, K. D., & Cairns, D. R. (2006). When ostracism leads to aggression: The moderating
effects of control deprivation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 42(2), 213–220. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jesp.2005.03.005

Wesselmann, E. D., Bradley, E., Taggart, R. S., & Williams, K. D. (2023). Exploring social exclusion: Where we are
and where we’re going. Social and Personality Psychology Compass, 17(1), e12714. https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.
12714

Wesselmann, E. D., Butler, F. A., Williams, K. D., & Pickett, C. L. (2010). Adding injury to insult: Unexpected
rejection leads to more aggressive responses. Aggressive Behavior, 36(4), 232–237. https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.
20347

Williams, K. D. (2009). Ostracism: A temporal need threat model. In M. P. Zanna (Ed.), Advances in Experimental
Social Psychology, (Vol. 41, pp. 275–314) Elsevier Academic Press. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)00406-1

Williams, K. D., & Nida, S. A. (2022). Ostracism and social exclusion: Implications for separation, social isolation,
and loss. Current Opinion in Psychology, 47, 101353. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101353

Wirth, J. H., & Williams, K. D. (2009). ‘They don’t like our kind’: Consequences of being ostracized while pos-
sessing a group membership. Group Processes & Intergroup Relations, 12(1), 111–127. https://doi.org/10.1177/
1368430208098780

World Health Organization (2020). WHO SAGE roadmap for prioritizing uses of COVID-19 vaccines in the context
of limited supply: An approach to inform planning and subsequent recommendations based upon epidemiologic
setting and vaccine supply scenarios, 20 October 2020 (WHO/2019-nCoV/Vaccines/SAGE/Prioritization/2020.1).
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/341445

Yang, L., Murad, M., Mirza, F., Chaudhary, N. I., & Saeed, M. (2022). Shadow of cyber ostracism over remote envi-
ronment: Implication on remote work challenges, virtual work environment and employee mental well-being
during a Covid-19 pandemic. Acta Psychologica, 225, 103552. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2022.103552

Young, S. G., Bernstein, M. J., & Claypool, H. M. (2009). Rejected by the nation: The electoral defeat of candidates
included in the self is experienced as personal rejection.Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 9(1), 315–326.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2009.01191.x

How to cite this article: Jauch, M., Büttner, C. M., Albath, E. A., & Greifeneder, R.
(2023). Unvaccinated and left out: The mismatch of vaccine supply and demand during
COVID-19 as a source of interpersonal and societal exclusion. Analyses of Social Issues and
Public Policy, 1–15. https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12360

 15302415, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://spssi.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/asap.12360 by U

niversitaetsbibliothek B
asel, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [28/08/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense

https://doi.org/10.1007/s10612-007-9047-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10612-007-9047-z
https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/1196966/umfrage/impfquote-gegen-das-coronavirus-in-deutschland/
https://de.statista.com/statistik/daten/studie/1196966/umfrage/impfquote-gegen-das-coronavirus-in-deutschland/
https://www.biorxiv.org/content/10.1101/2020.07.26.221168v1
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211406434
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2021.02.025
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.puhe.2021.02.025
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0018963
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2152
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2152
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.56
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.92.1.56
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12714
https://doi.org/10.1111/spc3.12714
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20347
https://doi.org/10.1002/ab.20347
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0065-2601(08)00406-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2022.101353
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430208098780
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430208098780
https://apps.who.int/iris/handle/10665/341445
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2022.103552
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1530-2415.2009.01191.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12360


UNVACCINATED AND LEFT OUT 15

AUTH OR BIOGRAPH IES

Melissa Jauch is a researcher at the Center for Social Psychology at the University of Basel.
She is interested in social exclusion experiences on the societal and interpersonal level.

ChristianeM. Büttner is a PhD student at the University of Basel (Switzerland) and studies
social exclusion experiences in everyday life.

Elianne Albath is a Social Psychology researcher at the University of Basel, Switzerland, and
studies social exclusion experiences in the general population.

Rainer Greifeneder heads the Center for Social Psychology at the University of Basel. His
research focuses on social exclusion and how individuals make sense of the world they live in.

 15302415, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://spssi.onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/asap.12360 by U

niversitaetsbibliothek B
asel, W

iley O
nline L

ibrary on [28/08/2023]. See the T
erm

s and C
onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/term

s-and-conditions) on W
iley O

nline L
ibrary for rules of use; O

A
 articles are governed by the applicable C

reative C
om

m
ons L

icense


	Unvaccinated and left out: The mismatch of vaccine supply and demand during COVID-19 as a source of interpersonal and societal exclusion
	Abstract
	INTRODUCTION
	COVID-19 policies as a source of social isolation and exclusion
	Vaccination-specific feelings of social exclusion
	Exclusion on the interpersonal level
	Exclusion on the societal level
	The present research

	METHODS
	RESULTS
	DISCUSSION
	Having the choice versus the opportunity to get vaccinated
	Implications

	CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT
	DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

	ORCID
	REFERENCES
	AUTHOR BIOGRAPHIES


